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PUBLIC    HEARING 

BOSTON    LANDMARKS   COMMISSION 

HELD   AT:      BRA   BOARD    ROOM   -   9TH    FLOOR    -    CITY   HALL 

DATE:      SEPTEMBER   20,    1977 

In  attendance  were  the  Following: 
COMMISSIONERS: 

Chairperson   Pauline  C.    Harrell 

Henry  A.   Wood 

Libby  Blank 

Thomas  J.    Hynes 

Joan  Goody 

Roger   P.    Lang 

Susan   S.    Davis 

Margaret  S.    Smith 

Romas  Brickus 


Marcia   L.    Myers,    Executive   Director 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chairperson   Pauline  Harrell   at  4:45 
p.m.      Pauline   Harreli   opened  the  hearing  on^  Brook   Farm,    The  William 
Monroe  Trotter  House,   The   Ebenezer  Hancock  House  and  The   International 
Trust  Company   Building,    45  Milk  Street,    and   asked  Marcia  Myers  to   read 
the  Notice  of  Public   Hearing   dated   August  30,    1977,    into  the   record: 
M.   Myers:    Notice  of  Public   Hearing: 

The  Boston   Landmarks   Commission  will   hold   public  hearings  on  September  20, 
1977,   concerning  the  designations  of  Brook   Farm,   V<le5t  Roxbury;   The 
William  Monroe  Trotter  House,   97  Sawyer  Avenue,    Dorchester;   The  Ebenezer 
Hancock  House,    10  Marshall   Street,    Boston;   and  The   International  Trust 
Company  Building,   45  Milk  Street,    Boston,   as   Landmarks  according  to  the 
provisions  of  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975.     The  hearings  will   be 
held   in   Room  921   at  Boston   City  Hall   beginning   at  4:30  p.m.      Reports  on 
the  proposed  designations  are  available  at  the  offices  of  the  Commission, 
Room  944,    City   Hail. 

Marcia   L.    Myers 
Executive  Director 

P.    Harrell:      The  purpose  of  the  hearing  of  the  potential   designations  is 
to  present  the  findings  of  the  Study   Reports,   to  hear  testimony  from 
interested   parties  and  to  acquire  information  which  will   help  the  Commission 
to  make  a  decision.      Marcia,    would   you   read  the  Study   Report  summary  for 
Brook   Farm? 


or  development,   or  a  notable  work  of  an  architect,    landscape  architect, 
designer  or  builder  whose  work  influenced  the  development  of  the 
City,    the  Commonwealth,   the  New   England   region,   or  the  nation. 


BROOK   FARM 


M.    Myers:      I    will   now   read   briefly  from  a   summary  of  the  Study   Report  on 
Brook   Farm. 


BROOK    FARM 
670   Baker  Street,    West   Roxbury 

Fact  Sheet 


Owner:       Association  of  the   Evangelical   Lutheran   Church  for  Works 
of  Mercy 

A  185  acre  plot  of  highlands,   wetlands  and  cemetery.    Brook   Farm  is  the 
site  of  one  of  the  most  famous  early  19th   century  Utopian  communities. 

In  1841,    George   Ripley,   a   Unitarian  minister  turned  Transcendentalist, 
organized  a  corporation  to  purchase  and  establish  a   "community  of 
property"  for  the  betterment  of  its  members,    with   agriculture  and  educa- 
tion as  its  principal  operations.      In  the  view  of  the  Transcendentalists, 
man  had  an  intuitive  ability  to  discern   spiritual  truths;   this  view, 
contrasted   sharply  with  the  prevailing   religious  view  of  the  time,   that 
spiritual   knowledge  came  only  from  special   grace  because  of  man's  inner 
depravity.      (Codman,   p.    4)     Transcendentalism  was   "the  faith  of  the 
American   Romantic   Revival   in   literature  --  of  Emerson,   Thoreau,    and 
Hawthorne  --  and   it  inspired  the  humanitarianism  of  Bronson  Allcott, 
Theodore  Parker,   Margaret  Fuller,    Elizabeth   Palmer  Peabody,    and  many 
others".      (Holloway,   op.    cit.) 

Like  the  other  philosphies  that  produced   separate  communities. 
Transcendentalism  did   not  advocate  waiting   until   eternity  for  an   ideal 
society.      It  "summed   up  the  lesson  and  meaning  of  all   good  doctrines, 
that  man  should   lead  a  better  life  here,   where  the  duties  to  our  fellows 
should  not  be  passed   by  as  of  now,    but  fulfilled."   (Codman,    p.    5) 
Ripley  used  the  January  1842  edition  of  The  Dial,   the  publication  of  the 
Transcendental   Club,   to  explain  the  beginnings  the  year  before  of  Brook 
Farm: 

in  order  to  live  a   religious  and  moral   life  worthy  of  the  name, 
they  feel   it  is  necessary  to  come  out  in   some  degree  from  the 
world,   and  form  themselves  into  a  community  of  property,    so  far  as 
to  exclude  competition  and  the  ordinary  rules  of  trade;   while  they 
reserve  sufficient  private  property,   or  the  means  of  obtaining  it, 
for  all   purposes  of  independence,   and   isolation  at  will.     They  have 
bought  a  farm,    in  order  to  make  agriculture  the  basis  of  their 
life,   it  being  the  most  direct  and   simple  in   relation  to  nature. 
(Fogarty,    p.    63) 


Brook   Farm  was  established   as  a  cooperative:      the  property  owners,    who 
had   purchased   stock  at  $500  per  share  to  establish  the   Brook   Farm 
Institute  of  Agriculture  and    Education,    received   a  fixed   income  from 
their  shares.     The  farm  was  bought  from   Charles  and  Maria   Ellis  on 
October  14,    1841.      Financial   success  was  never  sought  at  Brook   Farm,    and 
thus  was  never  found.    (Holloway,    p.    152)     All   those   living  on  the  farm 
were  to  work,    receiving   the  same  wage  without   regard  to  the  nature  of 
their  tasks.      Those  who  were  ill   were  not   required  to  work;   the  stock- 
holders were  penalized   only  their  interest  if  they  chose  not  to  work. 
"This  principle   (uniform  wage)  with   regard  to   labor   lies  at  the   root  of 
moral   and   religious   life;   for  it  is  not  more  true  that  'money  is  the 
root  of  ail   evil;   than  that  labor  is  the  germ  of  all   good."    (Fogarty,    p.    67) 

Only  two  members  of  the  Transcendental   Club,    John  S.    Dwight  and   Nathaniel 
Hawthorne,   would  join  the  first  20  members  of  Brook   Farm.      Emerson 
sometimes  spoke  favorably  of  the  experiment,    but  declined  membership, 
calling  the  farm   "a  perpetual   picnic,   a   French   revolution  in  small,   an 
age  of  reason   in   a  patty  pan."      (Holloway,    p.    128) 

This  attitude  stems  from   Emerson's  perception  of  typical   intellectual 
"awe  of  manual   labor  and  the  good  earth."   (ibid.)     Hawthorne  even  found 
himself  too  worn  out  from  farm  work  and   unable  to  write;   he  left  com- 
plaining,   "1   cannot  endure  being  chambermaid  to  a  cow."   (Boston  200,    p.    5) 
A  contemporary  of  Hawthorne's  at  Brook   Farm  cited   Hawthorne's  shyness  as 
the  reason  for  his  dissatisfaction:      "...    no  one  could  be  more  out  of 
place  than  he  in  a  mixed  company   ..."   (Codman,    p.   21) 

The  education  cited   in  the  cooperative's  title  was  provided   by  the 
school,    begun  at  a  neighbor's  cottage  in  1841.     The  boarding   school's 
goal  was  to  develop  the  creative  ability  of  its  students,   allowing  them 
freedom  to  select  their  own   subjects  without  "meaningless  discipline." 
(Holloway,    p.    131)     Among   students  at  the  school  were  George  William  and 
James  Burrill   Curtis;      Isaac  Hecker,   who  converted  to  Catholicism  and 
founded  the  Paulist  religious  order;    and   Francis   Barlow,   Attorney  General 
of  New  York  and   prosecutor  of  the  Tweed   Ring. 

On  their  arrival  at  the  farm,    Ripley's  group  found  one  major  building,   a 
farmhouse  which  they  used  as  their  central   residence.      Soon   it  was 
nicknamed   "The  Hive":      "All  the  Bees  were  at  the  Hive..."   (Orvis,    p.    2) 
At  first,   the  Brook   Farm  school   was   located   in  a   rented   neighbor's 
cottage;   thereafter,   the  farmers  built  a  small   square  wooden  building 
called  the   Eyrie  on  puddingstone  at  the  highest  point  of  the  farm.     The  > 

Ripleys   lived  there,    (WRHS),   and  it  contained  other  residences,   the 
school,   a   library,   and  pianos   (Orvis,   op.cit.)     A  duplex  house  was 
obtained   by  the  Brook  farmers  and   named  the  Pilgrim  House.    (Codman,   p.   23) 
The  farmers  also  erected   a  shop  building,    still   standing,   with  a  steam 
engine  in  the  basement,    printing  and  carpentry  shops  on  the  first  floor, 
and   shoe  and   pewter  shops  on  the  third  story.      (WRHS) 


After  nearly  two  years  as  a  transcendentaiist  society,    Ripley's  farm  was  ' 
converted  to  a  different  form  of  Utopia,   following  the  philosophy  of 
Charles   Fourier  (1772-1837),   a   French   social   critic.      Rather  than  being 
a  place  to  sharpen  the  individual   mind,   a   Fourierist  society  was  an  end 
in   itself.      The   Frenchrrian   rejected   18th  century   science  and   19th   century 
liberalism,   the  sources  of  many  other  societies.      "Civilized   man   was 
artificial,    because  he  had   purchased   his  civilization   at  the  expense  of 
his  passional   attractions."      (Fogarty   p.    54) 

Fourier  devised   an  elaborate  social   system,    called   a  Phalanx,   which   he 
believed  would  multiply  until   exactly  2,985,984  Phalanxes  with   1,600 
members  apiece  would  exist.      (Holloway,    p.    138)      Everything   was   naturally 
arranged  in  groups  and  series,   claimed   Fourier,   and  arranging   society 
and  work  into  such  series  was  a  proper  social  development  of  the  twelve 
passions  that  made  for  ideal   society.      At  that  time  society  was  a   "sink 
of  corruption"   (quoted   in   Holloway,    p.    137)  because  of  sixty  malevolent 
characteristics. 

Following  a  visit  by   Ripley  and  others  to  a   Fourierist  meeting  in   New 
York  City,    Brook  Farm  issued   its  first  statement  of  support  for  Fourier's 
theories  on  January  18,    1844.     The  farm's  new  publication,   The  Harbinger, 
was  a  major  voice  in   Fourierist  literature;   the  association  formally 
changed   its  name  to  the  Brook   Farm   Phalanx,   and  decided  to  build  a 
Phalanstery  building   in  the  Spring  of  1844.     This  building,   on  a  founda- 
tion of  puddingstone,   was  designed  to  be  three  stories  high,   175  feet 
long,   with  an  attic  and  suites  for  seven  families.      (WRHS)     All   public 
rooms  on  the  farm  were  to  be  contained   here,   as  well   as  a  dining   room 
for  over  300  persons   (Orvis,    p.    14),    reflecting  the  optimism  of  a  group 
that  at  no  time  had  more  than  120  members   (with  some  sources,    such  as 
Holloway,   claiming  never  more  than  70  or  80).      But  after  two  years  of 
constant  labor  and  an  expenditure  of  $7,000,   the  building   burned  to  the 
ground  on  March  3,    1846,   while  the  Brook   Farmers  were  attending  a  play 
in  the  main  house  (Codman,    p.    190)     Another  $3,000  was  to  be  spent  to 
complete  the  Phalanstery;    "The  Great  Catastrophe"   (as  Codman  titled  his 
chapter  on  the  fire)  was  a  major  symbolic  and  financial   blow  from  which 
Brook   Farm  never   recovered.      Had  the  fire  not  precipitated  the  farm's 
decline,    it  "might  have  shared  the  ignominious  fate  of  so  many  com- 
munities,   petering  out  amid  an  unseemly  wrangle  of  dissension." 
(Holloway,    p.    154)     The  school   closed  also,    hurt  by  the  public's 
perception  of  the   Fourierist  farm  as  socialist  and  by  smallpox  that 
struck  thirty  farmers   (although   none  died)   (WRHS),   and  The  Harbinger 
ceased   publication. 

Ripley  believed  himself  responsible  for  Brook   Farm's  financial   ruin;   he 
had  invested  much  time  and  money  in  the  project,   and   left  the  farm  in 
debt.      He  ultimately  paid  the  farm's  debts  with   revenue  from  free-lance 
writing  and  a  job  at  The  New  York  Tribune.      (Codman,    p.    237f) 

In  1849,   the  farm  was  sold  for  $19,500  at  public  auction  to  the  town  of 
Roxbury,   which   used  the  land  for  a  poor  house.      In  1855,   the   Rev.    James 
Freeman   Clarke  bought  the  property  from,  the  town;    he  loaned   it  to  the 
Commonwealth  during  the  Civil  War  for  use  as  a  training  field.     The 


Second   Regiment  of  Massachusetts   Infantry  trained   here  at  "Camp  Andrew." 

Sold   in   1868  to   Larence  and   James  Munroe  for  use  as  a  summer  boarding 
house,   the  property  was  sold  again  in  1870  by  Gottlieb   F.    Burkhardt,    a 
German   immigrant  who  the  next  year  formed  the  Association  of  the 
Evangelical    Lutheran   Church  for  Works  of  Mercy.      This  association   was 
founded  to  provide  temporary   homes  for  orphan   children,    the  aged   and 
weak,   and  to  establish  a  cemetery.     On  October  3,    1872,   the  Martin 
Luther  Orphans   Home  was  dedicated,   and   in  March  1873  Gethesemane 
Cemetery  was   laid  out.      Except  for  four  years   in  the  I940's,   the  Orphans 
Home  operated  for  103  years  until   its  closing   in   1974. 

Relationship  to  the  Criteria  for   Landmark  Designation 

Brook   Farm  clearly  meets  two  criteria  for  designation  as  a   Landmark  as 
defined   in   Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975.      First,    it  is   listed  as  a 
National   Historic  Landmark  on  the  National    Register  of  Historic  Places. 
Second,    it  is  the  site  of  one  of  the  most  famous  social   experiments  in 
19th  century  America,   and  was  also  a  major  training  ground  for  Civil  War 
militia,   thus  it  is  significant  to  the  social   and  military  history  of 
the  City  of  Boston,   the  New   England   region,   the  Commonwealth,   and  the 
nation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  staff  of  the  Boston   Landmarks  Commission   recommends  that  Brook   Farm 
be  designated  a   Landmark  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975.     The 
Commission   should  also  investigate  the  possible  designation  of  a 
Protection  Area  to  restrict  size  and   scale  of  development  in  neighboring 
areas. 

Boundaries  of  the   Landmark  parcel   should  conform  to  the  three  adjacent 
assessor's  parcels  numbered  8964,   8965  and  8966,   Ward  20.      Recommended 
standards  and   criteria  for  administering  the  regulatory  functions   in  the 
statute  are  attached. 


STANDARDS   &   CRITERIA,    BROOK    FARM 


General 


1.  As  this   landmark  consists  of  a   series  of  buildings  and  the 
land  on  which  they  are   sited,    all   changes   will   be  viewed   in 
terms  of  their  effect  on  the  overall   complex   as  well   as  on  the 
individual   building  or   landscape  element. 

2.  The  intent  should   be  to  maintain   Brook   Farm's  existing   pastoral 
landscape  character. 

3.  No  uses,    permanent  or  temporary,    should   be  allowed  other  than 
passive  recreation  or  such  other  uses  as  are  historically 
appropriate. 

4.  Introduction  of  unrelated   park,    recreational  or  support  facil- 
ities should   be  minimized. 

5.  Maintenance  and   replacement  of  existing  elements  should  be 
done  in  a  manner  to  be  consistent  with  the  existing   historic 
and   scenic  landscape  character. 

6.  No  new   elements  should   be  permitted  which  would  alter  special 
vistas  or  open  spaces. 

7.  Existing  elements  which  are  visual   intrusions  should   be   removed, 
if  possible,   or  screened. 

B.       Buildings 

1.  Before  any  alterations  are  made  to  the  present  shop  building 
or  the  Margaret   Fuller  cottage,   a   preservation   plan  for  each 
building   should   be  developed.      Such   plans  should   include 
information  from   physical   and   documentary  analysis   pertaining 
to  the  original   appearance  of  the  buildings  and  the  changes 
which  have  occurred  to  them  over  time.      A  decision   should  then 
be  made  whether  to  preserve  the  existing   buildings  in  their 
present  form  or   restore  them  to  a  prior  appearance.      Solid 
philosophical   grounds  for  the  proposed   preservation  approach 
should  be  presented   prior  to  any  concrete  plan. 

2.  New  uses  for  the  buildings  should   be  compatible  with  their 
uses  over  time  and   should  minimize  alteration  to  the  buildings 
and  their  environment. 

3.  Foundations  and  other  elements   remaining  from  demolished 
buildings  or  other  structures  should   remain   in   place,    stabilized 
as  necessary. 


Ms.    Harreli   next  asked  if  there  were  any  counsel   who  wished  to  speak. 
There  were  none. 

She  then   asked   all   of  those   present  who  wished  to  speak  to   limit  their 
remarks  to  not  more  than  five  minutes.      She  also  advised  that  there 
would   be  allowed   submission  of  written  statements  for  a  period  of  three 
days  after  this  hearing. 

There  were  no  elected  officials  or  their  representatives  present.      In 
reply  to  question  of  whether  or  not  there  were  any   representatives  of 
agencies  authorized  to  review  the  study   report,   Ms.    Myers   submitted 
letter  from   Elizabeth   Reed  Amadon  dated  September  T2,    1977,   indicating 
the  support  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical   Commission  for  the  desig- 
nation of  Brook   Farm.      Letter  is  attached   hereto. 
TESTIMONY    IN   SUPPORT   OF   DESIGNATION: 

Ms.    Harreli  asked  if  there  were  any  individuals  present  directly 
involved  with  the  property  under  consideration   --  owners,   managing 
agents,   tenants,    users.     There  were  none. 
ABUTTERS   PRESENT:      (Property  Owners) 

Mrs.    Ellen   Feeney  of  the  West   Roxbury  Historical   Society,    read  from  a 
letter  she  had   recently  written  to  the   Parkway  Transcript,    a  copy  of 
which   is  attached. 


Mrs.    Richard   C.    Bonney,    President  of  the  West   Roxbury   Historical 

Society,    spoke  of  the  history  of  Brook   Farm  and  the  intellectual   commune 

which  originally  settled  there.      She  is  very  much   in  favor  of  and   urges 

very   strongly  the   immediate  designation  of  Brook   Farrri  as  a   Landmark. 

There  were  no  other  abutters  present  wishing  to  testify. 

REPRESENTATIVES   OF    INTEREST   GROUPS,    LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS,    OR    PUBLIC 

AGENCIES  wishing  to  testify  in   support  of  the  designation: 

Ms.    Eugenie  Beal,   of  the  Boston   Conservation   Commission   spoke  on   behalf 

of  designation  of  Brook  Farm.     This  organization  has,   for  a  very  long 

time,    supported  this  designation.     She  discussed  and   submitted  some 

correction/comments  to  the  standards  and  criteria  included   in  the  Boston 

Landmarks  Commission  Study   Report  of  Brook   Farm,   and  they  are  attached 

herewith. 

REPRESENTATIVES  OF   LOCAL   GROUPS,    ORGANIZATIONS,    OR   PUBLIC   AGENCIES: 

Leslie   Larson,    President  of  the  City  Conservation   League  indicated  that 

the  League  strongly  endorses   Landmarks  designation  for  Brook   Farm. 

There  were  no  other  persons  in  any  category  who  desired  to  speak  in 

support.      However,   Marcia  Myers  introduced  a  number  of  letters  written 

to  the   Landmarks  Commission  expressing   support,    including  a  City  Council 

Order  endorsing  the  designation.      All   are  included   herewith. 

Ms.    Harrell  asked   if  there  were  any  persons  present  in  any  category  who 

wished  to  oppose  the  designation.     There  were  none. 

The  hearing  on   Brook   Farm  was  closed  at  5:10  p.m. 
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RECEIVED 


^■'^'  2  2  1977 

Ptrk**v  Truiscript 
To  tr.itor: 

To  »iisw»r  Luttny  inquirits Th«r»  IS  a  futur«  for  tht  Brook  Tutb.  ani 

mud   its  179  acr*8  of  fr*sh  water  cAxah  ani  uplanAa  alon^  tha  Savalll  Brook. 
It  is  a  ragictei^  JIational  Eietoric  LandcArk  sita  and  in  spita  of  contin- 
uing vandalisr.  and  deetruotion  thara  are  thrat  Brook  ?arf  building  Btill 
standing.   It  is  rich  with  the  aaEorias  of  tha  19th  Cantury  intallactuals 
¥hc  trod  tha  paths  thru  tha  woods  to  tha  shoras  of  tha  Charlas.  Th*  sita 
is  still  thcra  and  va,  too  shall  anjoj  its  opan  spaca  and  quiat  ^aaca. 

T^a  Sawaill  Brook  Keservation  was  authorised  for  purchase  by  the  RDC 

in  1973  with  funding.   It  is  still  valid  tho  held  in  liabo ?^gr  tU 

Tha  controvsrsy  focuses  on  tha  conaid*rable  differanc^s  in  sailer's 
ueoAnds  and  the  fair  Darket  value  as  establiahae  by  txo  sa;;'«rate 
appraisals  the  buy«r  {,FI)C)   haa  had  don*. 

In  the  rj.ddl«,  wa,  tha  folks  who  worked  hard  and  long  for  tha  prasarvaticn 
Oj"  this  cit«  icr  its  open  space,  ma_rshes,  flood-plain,  wooas,  =.aadows 

and   hiictoric  heritage     lor  all   to  enjoy wait.      Surely,    reasonable 

anc    equitable   agraasant   has  had   enough  tin*   :'or  rasolution. 

SuTLier  is  hero v«  want  to  take  a  stroll  thru  our  Biini-wiloemasB  are.a. 

Color  slides  at  the  June  2  ae^tir4g  of   thr  West  Koxbury  Hi.storiCEl  Society 
will    the  beauty  >-.nd   scope   of  your  bertta^.        ^estions   welcori*. 

i-'^V'       '.    -  -  ■  / 

<  '         ^     '  •  .'  ,     -      >  ,  \  * 

■  ''*\  -  < 

^  ■■  ,  ■' 


\\:>\' 


PAUL     CUZZI 


LfO//f/^/  C//  //  f  f7  /// 


September  12,   1977  RECEIVED 

bEP14l977 


Ms.  Marcia  M\'ers,  Executive  Director 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Proposed  Landmark  designation  of  Brook  Fami 

Dear  ^fe.  M;»'ers: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  tlie 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Landmark  designation  of  Brook 
Farm  in  West  Roxbury. 

Brook  Fain  was  designated  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  on  October 
15,  1966.  Although  the  Farm  retains  little  of  its  original  architectural 
integrity,  the  land  has  great  historical  significance.  In  the  1840 's 
the  Farm  housed  one  of  the  few  American  Utopian  communities  grounded 
in  a  mainstream  religious  philosophy,  Unitarianism.  Brook  Farm  was 
closely  associated  with  the  Transcendentalists,  and  two  members  of  the 
Transcendental  Club,  John  S.  EV,-ight  and  Nathaniel  Hawthorne,  joined  the 
community.  Although  the  community  failed  in  1849,  the  experiment 
had  a  great  iirpact  on  American  philosophy  and  literature.  Brook  Farm 
acquires  additional  significance  from  its  use  as  a  training  field  for 
the  Second  Regiment  of  Massachusetts  Infantr>-  during  the  Ci\dl  War  and 
for  its  use  as  the  Martin  Luther  Orphans  Home  for  over  a  hundred  years. 

Although  the  farm  buildings  have  for  the  most  part  been  destroyed  or 
altered,  Brook  Farm  retains  the  rural  open  space  atmosphere  it  had  during 
the  period  of  its  greatest  significance  as  a  Utopian  community.  The 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  staff  therefore  recommends  that  Brook 
Farm  be  designated  as  an  indi\'idual  Boston  Landmark. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Elizabeth  Reed  Amadon 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

ERVCB/ed 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

IN   CITY   COUNCIL 


RECEIVED 

AUGUST  «UG155T977 


VJHEREAS  : 


WHEREAS : 


VJHEREAS 


RESOLVED; 


The    Boston   I;^"'ir=;an3°ion   0-:    «<.st    Koxbury '  s 
--^--f/a^r^?-^oa...na„..K,    ana 

-5o?:l^;ro"-ie^5i=?"--^;^U.«?c:l1oSe.. 

and  r- 

•o    i-    1  he   best    interest    ot 
S^'RoSev-fdSr?o   preserve    and   .ainta.n   BrooH 
F^rm,    therefore,    be    it 

■1        m    ineptinu    assembled, 
That   the   Boston   C.ty   Connc.l,    ^'^^-^-^^^^^ment   for 

s-fniti;.;  v"srr.?uig°B.;o.j-^i^ 

tion. 

,„  City  council  August  1.  1977.   Adopted. 


Attest: 


BoEtoQ   Lar.dmarks   CrmniBBion: 

Brook   Farr.   chould  be    inrortalized   in   every  v,ay  possible.    The    experTient 
ended   over   one   hundred  and   reventy  years    ag-o,    but    the  memory   liv   s    on. 
Ab  A^'chii.'ist   of   the  'Test  ^oxbury  historical    Society      I    can    say,    that 
Brook  Farr,   is    the  nost  popular   su   ject   of   inquiry   that   we  have      .Pegularly 
often  as    two   or   three   times    a  r onth      we   supply   information, book   lists 
pictures,    slide    talks,    on   ^ri^ok   ^arm,    not   only   to   local   resi  "ents    and 
students,    but   to  -tsriters   and   researchers   all    over    the   country. 

July  10,    1977  Miaa  ^nna  L.   Manning 


/6 


BoEton    Landmarks    C  Tnni  s s i  on  : 

There  was   only   on©   Brook   "am. 

TOierelse      in    the   country  were    fo  many   idealists    g    thered   together   for   one 
definite   purpose.        They   did  not  seek  an   illueion,    or   a   vague   idea    ,    but 
a   firm  belief  in  a   philosophy,    a  better  way  of   life   throug'.  a   cooparative 
society.        A   list   of   th"      nan-^H    of   the   Brook   Farm  Association    is  mo^t 
impressive.      We   -lame    only  a   few, '^hwrlos   Ripley,   }'   r,  aret  Fuller,    William 
Henry  Channing,    Theodore   Park«r,    Albert     Brisbane,   Horace   Greeley,    John 
S.    D^lght   ,    Isaac   Hecker,  Hathaniel  Hawthorne   and      Chyles  k.    Dana. 
Although    the   experiment   lasted   only  five   years,    the    influence    and   thoughts 
of  Brook  Farm  have    lested  nsa.'-ly  a   oe    tury. 

Ju'iy   10      1977  Mrs.    Charles    J.    Curtaz 

Past   President  T:B-t  K^xbury  Garden    Club 


; 


FRECeIVED 

At...  p.  K,!l,.n    JUL  1  1  ^9^7 

34S    La  Gra'-,*^;.^. 

W  c?!     Kc,\t>rr 


.^.^l^^'  ^' 


r 


'"^ 
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A\flrv     P.    Kdhon 
34S    La  Cranc!c    Strict 

\v'c?t    Rcx^Liry 
A\assacUsctts       OSlBlI 


^^i^'-^^ 


i. 


c/ 


Marv    P.    Killion 
34S    La  Grange    Street 

West    Koxburv 
A'lassackusetts       02132 


a  u^^' 


(t-^^'^'^ 


(jc^^^ 


"cuJNA     CLER, 

'°  -—  C..O,...  oco^.,,,  ,,, 


^-,  ~ '■"""""^'-  °CONNE_L  WAV  /? 


^^■^A^ 


CHARLES    R     DOYLE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

23rd   SUFFOi.<   district 

12   DANVILLE   STREET 

WEST   ROXBURY     MA  02132 

TE1_  325-5066 


HOUSE    OF    REPRESENTATIVES 
STATE    HOUSE.    BOSTON   02133 

RECEIVED 

■HJL  1  1  1977 


ComniHte  on 
Judiciary 

ROOV.    137     STATE    HOUSE 
Tll     727-2396 


July  11,  1977 


Ms  Martia  Myers 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Landnarks  CoKimission 

Room  921 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Ms  M\"ers  : 

I  believe  that  it  would  "be  in  the  public 

interest  to  make  the  Brook  Farm  area  in  West  Roxburj 

a  Land  mark  and  strongly  urge  the  Boston  Landmark 

Comm-ission  to  make  the  Brook  Farm  area  a  Boston 

Land  mark. 

Very  truly  yours, 
Ch's.rles  R.  Doy:! 


CRD/b 


l^rHl  Snxbury  l^iHlnrtral  ^^nrirtg 

WEST    ROXBURY      MASSACHUSETTS    02132 

SU>WER  NSETING 


Thursday,  June  2,  1977 


7:45  P.M.      West  Roxbury  Library  Hall 

MEMORIES  OF  BR'^OK  FARM 


im 


Even  thoueh  we  lost  a  building  by  fire  on  Sunday,  May  22,  it  w=. s 
not  an  orreinal  buildin?^,  but  built  on  the  site  of  the  Hive.   Filer 
House  has  long  since  disaopeared,  and  no  trace  relnains  of  the 
phalanstery  which  burned  years  ago,  but  the  Margaret  Fuller  cottage, 
built  in  the  shape  of  a  Maltese  cross  remains.  The  brobk  for  which 
those  acres  was  named  is  there,  and  hiiloit  Rock, where  John  Eliot 
preached  to  the  Indians, still  is  visited  and  climbed  by  the  intrenid* 
It  is  an  historic  spot  and  has  a  unique  place  in  the  story  of  the 
Transcentendal  movement . 

A  brief  historv  of  Brook  Farm  will  be  given  bv  the  President, 
taken  from  the  book,  "A  Season  in  Utopia"  written  bv  tdith  Roelker 
Curtis,  who  said  "Brooi--  Farm.  Was  the  most  Celebrated  of  America's 
nineteenth  century  idealist  Utooias."  The  transcedentalism  cf  Raloh 
Waldo  Emierson  inspired  a  gro-.o  of  prominent  Fostonians  in  IS'4.1,  linaer 
the  leadership  of  Georee  Ripley,  a  Unitarian  minister  at  the  purchase 
Street  Church  in  Boston,  and  his  wife,  yophia,  to  found  this  new  exoeriment 
in  community  living  at  the  old  Ellis  Farm  in  West  Roxbury.  Nathaniel 
Hawthorne,  Elizabeth  Peabcdv,  Bronson  Alcott  were  members,  ana  famous 
visitors  were  Ralph  ivaldo  E-erson  and  >'arffaret  Fuller.  At  its  height 
about  one  hundred  peoole  lived  there,  workin?  on  the  farr.  by  dav 
and  having  intellectual  tnlks  at  nieht. 

Gerhard  Rehder,  Treasurer,  will  eive  a  background  of  the  whole 
Utopian  movement,  of  which  this  experiment  st  Brook  Karm  was  iust  one  of 
a  succession  of  com.'^unal  tyoes  of  livin?  to  spring  up  around  the  country. 

Ellen  Feeney,  Past  ^^resident,  will  speak  about  the  future  of  the 
historical  spot  and  what  she  hopes  the  5- DC  will  do  to  preserve  it. 

bleanor  Stanley,  Corr.  Secretary,  will  read  a  humorous  paper 
written  bv  a  former  '»';est  Ro:^burv  Historian,  I^rs.  Gertrude  Cross  Cutter, 
as  told  to  her  by  a  "Miss  Betterfie3d"  describing  life  there  at  the  Farm. 

Richard  w.  Bonney  will  shov;  "before  and  after"  slides  of  Brook  harm. 

Come  and  see  the  working  costumes  worn  at  Brook  Farm,  modeled 
by  two  young  members. 

Mrs.  John  Magee  will  be  Chairman  of  the  Social  Hour  and  will  be 
assisted  by  riss  Dorothy  H-lnan,  Kiss  Marv  l.andriean,  ^iss  Hose  Foaale. 

Guests  are  welcome,  ana  it  is  hoped  tnat  anyone  who  livedkt  brook 
Farm  as  a  child  at  the  Lutheran  Orphana^^e  will  tell  about  it  at  that  time. 


63  Vermont  St.,  W.  Roxbttry 


^resident,??/^-^^^-^  ^'  d^nr^jL 


JUL  \  ^  ^5^^ 


fflrst  ffinxbuni  SiHtnriral  S'nrti'l 

WEST    ROXBURY.    MASSACHUSETTS    02132 

July  9,  1977 


Boston  Landmarks  Conrission 
Citv  Hill 

Boston,  K.ass. 

I^.s.   r=rcia   Fyers ,    ^^-ectitive   Director 


63   ^'erponET   Street 
'A'est    Rcrburv,    Ka . 


Dear  Mss   l-arcia   Vvers  : 

The   V/est    Ro^burv  Historical   wishes   to   eo   on   record    as 
aopr'^vin^r  having   Brook   Farm  be   desienated   as   a   Boston   Land  hark. 
It    is   a   oart    of  the    cultural   heritage    of  '.vest   Rorb-ry,    thus   Boston, 
and  well-knov.-n   by   historians   as   an   earlv   experiment    in   corrr.unal 
livine.      its   founders,    i^eoree    and   bonhia   Riplev,    plus   ir.no^tant 
characters   of  the   tire --Nathaniel  Hawthorne,    H.aloh    A'aldc  Em-rscn, 
to  narie    lust    a   few,    eave    importance  to  the   Exneriment .      bronson 
Alcott,    father   of   louisa   lav   Mcott,    went    on   to   found   .^^'r':  it  lands 
in  Harvard,    N'-'ss. 

Brook   Farm   is   ^Iso   known   because   that    is  where   the   Reverend 
John  Eliot    creached  to   the    Indians   at    Pulpit    Rock,    which    is   on 
the    site.      The  Emine-t   i-ar?:aret    Fuller,    sunnos'^dlv  the    most   brilliant 
woman    in    Boston,    has   a    cottage   there   named   for   her. 

A   book   "Season    in    Utopia"    bv  Edith    Hoelker   Curtis,    said  that 
"Brook  Farm  was  the   most    celebrated   of   America's  nineteenth   centrry 
idealist   Utopias.''      It   was   verv   imDor.ant    in  the  Transcentendal  foven:ent. 

I   am   sorrv  that    I   cannot    attend  the   meetine  as    I   have   res- 
ervations  at   the   Caoe   for  that   time. 

1   a'm  enclosing'  c    copy   of   our  notice   for   o^^r   last   meeting   "in   June. 

Plese   keep  me    informed. 

Sincerely,  _, 

p7/cu.c--<L^'-.^--    A-  ■    /ivc*7t?..,   p3-esident 


HBrfit  l^xburg  litfitoriral  §nrtptg 

WEST    ROXBURY.    MASSACHUSETTS    02132 


BoetOE  Lajitnrurkc  Co-jniciiOE 

City  Hjdl 

5o:tca,  K«.iB&«kuB«ttx 

K*rci*  .Vy :■? ,   Sxtcv-tiv-  rir<»etcr 

Eroc     :■"  V  ■    ■".    ^   a::  «l  ait-    wi    jrcit  ij.wtoric.._   i    t   rj.t  tc 

»ctol»xs  ¥orlt-vi#t  b*tiu»e  of  tii«  M^li  taiibtr  of  ths  itm  ani 
vom«a  vho,   ia  its  short-liv**  attivt  siisteiit*,   r«2iiin«t  ita-Jieh 
»u??ort«rt  for  miriT  j«jLr»  after  its  failure  for  finar,ci.J.  raasons. 

T"n»y  inclutaa  maijy  of  Aseriei's  most  aia^inquishsi  vrit«r£   *XlC 
piiiloao>htr&-i----.liar-  to  all  of  us: 

RiJ.jt'    "Kaltc  Ecerson,   IJatbiniel  Hawtl.jrnt,   Ktiiry  Thoraau,    Tbaodort 
Parkar,   WilliaiL  E.   Ch»iiilBg,   Orastt*  Broaaofi,  Kaxgirat  Fuller, 
Eorata  Gr»«l»y  uM  Seorga  at*  Scotia  Blj.l»y. 


Eitt  ia  ita  Eietorit   aigaif itaaca ,   it  also  merits  praetrvation  for 
ite  yottatial  aa  aa  •laalltnt  anviroiDatt  for  katurt  Stuiiaa.   Tht 
Ita  latural  vilaaraeea  charaetar  asa  Optn  Spaea  vith  ita   apom^ 
marahlaaia  that  aat  vail  for  flooa  atoraga,   provita  aa&etuary  for 
biraa,    anall  wilalif*  aut  aativa  flora.      It  givaa  all  of  ua  a  ehiica 
to  reiiev  contaat  with  tha  Earth's   eco-eyatan   of  whacr.  v*  are  a  part — 
to  lift  our  BBirita  with  a  walic  in  the  voofcs — tc  ^n^oy  quiet  moi^eiitc 
vith  ourselves,   Nature  ane  our  Sot. 

It  aeeeryea  preeervatioi;  with  TLC,   hov  ane   for  our  progeay 


Siaeerely, 


Krs.  Charles  J.  Jeeaey 
200  Temple  Street 
Wiist  Roi'Duxy,  Kaas.  02132 

323-86 2S 


cf//^   fh-  Tlu-i^ 


/   -  . .  /,' 


MrHl  iRnxbunj  listrrriral  ^nrtrlg 

WEST    ROXBURY.     MASSACHUSETTS C»  35'   P"   1  V  ^  ^ 


July  12,   1977 


B*st«n  Laj3ch&arks   C»mnd3Si»n 

City  Hall  R«»m  921 

B»sten,  Kassachusetts  02201 

ATT:   MARCIA  MIERS 


Dear  Ms.  Myers: 


I  aa  heartily  in  fav»r  ftfi  designating  Brtek  Farm  and 
Sawnill  Broek  Valley  as  a  B«st»n  Landmark. 

The  histeric  significance  ef  the  Br«»k  Farm  area  sheuld 
be  preserved  f»r  future  generatiens;  as  well  as  an  effort 
t»  retain  the  fast  diminishing  ©pen  spaces  and  wel'lands 
•f  the  Sawmill  Bro»k  t»  theCharles. 

Let  up  keep  s«ae  •!  the  serenity  enjeyed  by  Emersan, 
Thoreau,  Ripley  and  ather  littsrary  greats  in  their 
dreams  ef  "Utopia  ", 


Sincerely, 


/ 


'^A^utTL 


/'I 


u 


^/^^-- 


Charlotte  G.  Ctleaan 
Secretary. 


Town  of  T3rookline 

^flan^uhuAciB  E  C  E  1 V  E  D 


CONSCnVATION    COMMI«SION 


September  13,  1977 
Ms.  Marsha  Myer 
Executive  Director 
Boston  Landmark  Commission 
City  Hall  -  Room  921 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Ms.  Myer: 

As  you  know,  the  Brookline  Conservation  Commission  has  been  ac- 
tively involved  in  the  Charles-to-Charles  Corridor  Project  from  its 
inception  in  1972.  We  have  worked  jointly  with  the  Boston  Conserva- 
tion Commission  and  have  provided  support  for  their  projects. 

On  May  16,  1977,  Mr.  Jeremiah  Falvey,  Right-of-Way  Director  for 
the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  spoke  to  the  Brookline  Conservation 
Commission  about  the  M.D.C.'s  future  plans  for  Brook  Farm.  He  stated 
that  preliminary  negotiations  for  purchase  were  under  way.  The  Com- 
mission looks  forward  to  the  M.D.C.'s  acquisition  of  this  vital  link 
in  the  southern  segment  of  the  Charles-to-Charles  Project. 

The  Brookline  Conservation  Commission  strongly  supports  any  and 
all  efforts  to  insure  that  Brook  Farm  remains  the  valuable  and  unique 
open  space  resource  that  it  is. 


:erely  yours/;^; 


.RauVR!  'WT  I  \v. 
Conservation  Director 


PRW:elw 


&!.  Chrrrcn'r.  £rrlorii  _         ...       , .  __ 

ID  frainl  Ehrrrna  Arriinr  ^   ^   /~   ^   I  W  H     l3        '  ' 

ffpBl  tiMluirg.  fliaBB.  02132  tx    C  V«-' 

Dear  Sirs:  SE?  1  91977 

Because  1  shall  be  unable  to  attend  the  scheduled  he&rj_rifr  r-o^rpy— -  r,^  7,rm-.i-   Jam 
on  September  20,  1  want  to  indicate  my  strong  support  to  the  proposal  to  desig- 
nate historic  Brook  Jarm  in  'west  Roxbury  as  an  historic  landmark..  t.ere    in  the 
nineteenth  century  gathered  many  of  the  great  thirLKtrs  and  writers  who  broug/.t 
about  what  Van  r.yck  Brooks  called  "tne  flowering  of  ^.merica",  the  golden  age 
of  .imerican  literature.   Hawthorne,  ji,merson,  Thoreau,  and  so  many  others  were 
at  Brook  Farm.   Although  it  did  not  succeed  as  an  agricultural  comiriune,  it  did 
succeed  as  a  meeting  place  for  great  minds.   It  was  talked  about  from  coast  to 
coast.    No  course  in  American  Literature  or  American  rhilosophy  would  be  com- 
plete without  a  consideration  of  the  achievments  of  the  "transcendentalists" 
of  r^rook  Farm,. 

Before  the  last  traces  of  this  historic  venture  are  obliterated,  a  concerted 
effort  should  be  made  to  preserve  Brook  Farm,  and  to  make  it  accessible   to  the 
public.   Some  day  I  hope  adequate  parking  facilities,  well  m.ary,ed  footpaths  and 
a  visitors  center  will  be  provided.  liev,    John  rliot's  "pulpit  rook"  on  the  ad- 
joining property  and  the  nearby  wetlands  should  be  included  in  the  "landmark" 
area. 

I  look  forward  to  the  time  when  students  on  field  trips  and  tourists  from 
across  the  nation  will  include  a  visit  to  historic  Brook  Far:^.  as  part  of  their 
tour  of  historic  Boston. 
If  I  may  be  of  any  assistance  to  the  comjrassion,  please  ftel  free  to^'cntsct  me. 


Sincere ly 


(.aev.  )^rthur  .-.,    _c;:t 
associate  nastcr 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


Robert  F.  Walsh  /  Director 


City  Hall 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Telephone  (617)  722-4300 


September  28,   1977 


Ms.    Pauline  Chase  Harrell 

Chairwoman 

Boston   Landmarks  Commission 

Boston   City   Hall/Room  944 

Boston,   Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Ms.    Harrell: 

The  Boston   Redevelopment  Authority  supports  the  designation  of  the 
following   properties  as   Landmarks  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of 
1975: 


1  Brook   Farm,   West   Roxbury    \ 

William  Monroe  Trotter   House,    Sawyer  Avenue   in   Dorchester 

Ebenezer   Hancock  House,    10  Marshall   Street,    Boston 

Each  of  these  properties   represents  an   important  aspect  of  American 
history  and   should   be  preserved  for  future  generations.      Preservation 
Is  consistent  with   planning   goals  for  the  communities   in  which  they  are 
located. 

Sincerely, 


)ert   F.    Walsh 
Director 


STANDARDS  &  CRITERIA,    BROOK    FARM       '     ^ 

A.  General 

1.  As  this  landmark  consists  of  a  series  of  buildings  and  the 
land  on  which  they  are  sited,   all  changes  will   be  viewed  in 
terms  of  their  effect  on  the  overall  complex  as  well  as  on  the 
individual  building  or  landscape  element. 

2.  The  intent  should  be  to  maintain  Brook  Farm's  existing  pastoral 
landscape  character. 

3.  No  uses,   permanent  or  temporary,   should  be  allowed  other  than 
passive  recreation  or  such  other  uses  as  are  historically 
appropriate. 

-  ■  4.        Introduction  ^f  unrelated  park,    recreational  or  support  facil- 

ities shoul(^'be  minimiaocL.    p cr ♦s-.'i'rtcj  . 
^  V 

5.       Maintenance  and  replacement  of  existing  elements  should  be 
done  in  a  manner  to  be  consistent  with  the  existing  historic 
and  scenic  landscape  character. 

<^       —      6.        No  new  elements  should  be  permitted  which  would  jalter  special 

^  vistas  or  open  spaces.'^  htT      V^,   I^-.  l*-**j^r*^   u-:(V   ft.<,'«\t**,^  ptiCuv*J  1  c^^s 

_  7.        Existing  elements  which  are  visual   intrusions  should  be  removed, 

^  if  possible,  or  screened.    S«.J^   *»     wW*.^*'. 

B.  Buildings 

1.  Before  any  alterations  are  made  to  the  present  shop  building 
or  the  Margaret  Fuller  cottage,   a  preservation  plan  for  each 
building  should  be  developed.     Such  plans  should  include 
information  from  physical  and  documentary  analysis  pertaining 
to  the  original  appearance  of  the  buildings  and  the  changes 
which  have  occurred  to  them  over  time.     A  decision  should  then 
be  made  whether  to  preserve  the  existing  buildings  in  their 
present  form  or  restore  them  to  a  prior  appearance.     Solid 
philosophical  grounds  for  the  proposed  preservation  approach 
should  be  presented  prior  to  any  concrete  plan. 

2.  New  uses  for  the  buildings  should  be  compatible  with  their 
uses  over  time  and  should  minimize  alteration  to  the  buildings 
and  their  environment. 

3.  Foundations  and  other  elements  remaining  from  demolished 
buildings  or  other  structures  should  remain  in  place,   stabilized 
as  necessary. 


T  4.       Any  new  buildings  or  additions  to  existing  buildings  should  be 

,  compatible  in  scale,   materials  and  general  form  with  the 

existing  buildings  and  environment.      In  general,   such  buildings 
and  additions  are  discouraged.*^    Vi^rUi    rt^^'^*     (»^HV:u.K/^. 


1 


C.      Walks,  Steps  and  Pa^^ed  Areas 


1.       New  areas  of  bituminous  concrete  should  be'«vo>d«d.     Wherever 


^  possible,   pavement  should  be  removed. 


«vo>d«d 


Paths  and  walkways  should  be  surfaced  unobtrusively.      Natural       ft 
materials  such  as  gravel  or  bark  mulch  are  to  be  ppcfcrrari  to  la>^ 
l»^umlngug-  cspiGf^te.      Paths  in  the  marsh  area  should  be  of 
wood . 

3.       Steps  and  stairs  should  also  be  unobtrusive  and  informal  in 
.    character. 

D.  Signs  and  Markers 

1.  A  simple  and  consistent  signage  system  should  be  adopted  for 
Interpreting  natural  and  historic  aspects  fo  the  site. 

2.  Additional  interpretive  devices  may  be  used  at  the  locations 
of  buildings  and  building  sites,   and  other  key  locations. 
Such  devices  should,   if  possible,   use  natural  materials  and 
should  be  in  harmony  with  the  pastoral   character  of  the  site. 
However,    innovative  approaches  to  interpretation  are  encouraged. 

E.  Lighting  and  Other  Fixtures 


Consideration  should  be  given  to  providing   lighting  through /'^fi^.^ 
fixtures  at  ground  level  or  located  in  trees  -  so  as  to  minimlzeO^^^V-        , 
the  effect  during  daylight  hours.    l*»^>^   Ij^wfi'^    ci"    cul  \  / 

Trash   receptacles,   if  installed,   should  be  simple,   functional 
and  unobtrusive.      Natural  materials  are  to  be  preferred. 


F.       Natural   Resources 

i  T.       The  present  variety  of  environments  should  be  retained. 

Management  of  the  natural   resources  should  reflect  an  under- 
^^^,_^l,^\  I  standing  of  the  apricultural   use  of  the  property  during  the 
**    *"*"  Brook  Farm  experiment  and  the  military  purposes  of  Camp  Andrew 

2.       New  additions  or  alterations  to  the  landscape  should  not 

disrupt  the  essential  form  and  integrity  of  the  property  and 
should  be  compatible  with  the  scale,   color,   materials, and 
r^  character  of  the  landscape. 


-> 


No  further  landfill  shall  be  permitted  in  any  wetlands  unless 
the  procedures  in  Chapter  13T,   Section  40  of  the  Massachusetts 
General   Laws  (the  Wetlands  Protection  Act)  are  followed. 


{0 


^^ 


4.  Any  change^to  <ili  uudy    nilmJ  ai  foiy  must  include  plantings  to 
aid  in  erosion  control  and  improve  appearance. 

5.  Practical  problems  of  erosion  and  drainage  should  be  solved 
with  all  possible  regard  for  the  health  of  the  nearby  trees, 

and  the  visual  6ffect  on  the  pastoral  character  of  the  landscape. 

6.  In  maintaining,    removing  and  adding  plant  materials  consideration 
must  be  given  to  maintaining  existing  vistas,   creating  new 

ones  where  appropriate,   and  maintaining  defined  areas  of  shade 
and  sun. 

7.  All  plar^  should  be  cared  for  according  to  good  horticultural 
practices.     Hazardous  plants  or  portions  of  plants  should  be 
removed  promptly.     Plar^  with  diseases  not  practical  to  control 
or  cure  should  be  removed  promptly  to  prevent  their  infection 
of  others.     Mutilated  or  distorted  plants  should  also  be 
removed . 

Plant  replacements  should  be  added  on  a  schedule  that  will 
assure  a  continuity  in  the  landscape  design. 


9.       Plant  material  replacements  and/or  new  locations  must  be 

properly  evaluated  as  to  form,   color,   texture,   arrangement, 
allowance  for  adequate  space  for  light  and  good  growth,   and 
•  I  conformance  to  the  existing   landscape. 


-»     10.  /Alteration  of  or  new  landforms  will  only  be  considered^  thev   J 
I  will  not  alter  the  basic  landscape  character.    ./P-'-^^^f-*^ ^~'^'^ 

11.     All  natural   rock  outcrops  shil  be  preserved. 


STANDARDS  &  CRITERIA,    BROOK   FARM 


A.      General 


As  this  landmark  consists  of  a  series  of  buildings  and  the 
land  on  which  they  are  sited,   all  changes  will   be  viewed  in 
terms  of  their  effect  on  the  overall  complex  as  well  as  on  the 
individual  building  or  landscape  element. 

The  intent  should  be  to  maintain  Brook  Farm's  existing  pastoral 
landscape  character. 

No  uses,   permanent  or  temporary,   should  be  allowed  other  than 
passive  recreation  or  such  other  uses  as  are  historically 
appropriate. 


Introduction  .pf  unrelated  park,   recreational  or  su 

Ities  shoulcT'be  minimigo<L.    •  crtv.'.'tttj  . 
ft  \ 


pport  facii 


ft 

5.       Maintenance  and  replacement  of  existing  elements  should  be 
done  in  a  manner  to  be  consistent  with  the  existing  historic 
and  scenic  landscape  character. 

.—      6.        No  new  elements  should  be  permitted  which  would  jalter  special 

vistas  or  open  spaces.*^  h.T      b*.   l«-.  \<-e»|tr^   w:rw   ftSr">^tL^  p<tS^Iirvx4  Ic^^t^ 

7.       Existing  elements  which  are  visual  intrusions  should  be  removed, 
if  possible,  or  screened.   S«.*V.   *»     wW^cl 

B.       Buildings 

1.  Before  any  alterations  are  made  to  the  present  shop  building 
or  the  Margaret  Fuller  cottage,   a  preservation  plan  for  each 
building  should  be  developed.     Such  plans  should   include 
information  from  physical  and  documentary  analysis  pertaining 
to  the  original  appearance  of  the  buildings  and  the  changes 
which  have  occurred  to  them  over  time.     A  decision  should  then 
be  made  whether  to  preserve  the  existing  buildings  in  their 
present  form  or  restore  them  to  a  prior  appearance.     Solid 
philosophical  grounds  for  the  proposed  preservation  approach 
should  be  presented  prior  to  any  concrete  plan. 

2.  New  uses  for  the  buildings  should  be  compatible  with  their 
uses  over  time  and  should  minimize  alteration  to  the  buildings 
and  their  environment. 

3.  Foundations  and  other  elements  remaining  from  demolished 
buildings  or  other  structures  should  remain  in  place,   stabilized 
as  necessary. 


Any  new  buildings  or  additions  to  existing  buildings  should  be 
compatible  in  scale,   materials  and  general  form  with  the 
existing  buildings  and  environment.      In  general,   such  buildings 
and  additions  are  discouraged .a^^    y«ul    rc^*^»*<«-     l*^^V;u.K/^. 


C.      Walks,  Steps  and  Pa^^ed  Areas 


1.       New  areas  of  bituminous  concrete  should  be»vcr>d«d.     Wherever 


^  possible,   pavement  should  be  removed. 


»vcr>d«d, 


2.  Paths  and  walkways  should  be  surfaced  unobtrusively.  Natural  ft 
materials  such  as  gravel  or  bark  mulch  are  to  be  pgcferraj  to  ^jyi. 
bitumingug-canor^te.      Paths  in  the  marsh  area  should  be  of 

wood. 

3.  Steps  and  stairs  should  also  be  unobtrusive  and  informal  in 
.    character. 

Signs  and  Markers 

1.  A  simple  and  consistent  signage  system  should  be  adopted  for 
interpreting  natural  and  historic  aspects  fo  the  site. 

2.  Additional  interpretive  devices  may  be  used  at  the  locations 
of  buildings  and  building  sites,   and  other  key  locations. 
Such  devices  should,   if  possible,   use  natural  materials  and 
should  be  in  harmony  with  the  pastoral  character  of  the  site. 
However,   innovative  approaches  to  interpretation  are  encouraged. 

Lighting  and  Other  Fixtures 

1.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  providing  lighting  through /•^^/J|^. 
fixtures  at  ground  level  or  located  in  trees  -  so  as  to  minimlze^^^j^ 
the  effect  during  daylight  hours.    U»U^   li^wfi'-.^    cf    c»\1  \ 

2.  Trash   receptacles,   if  installed,   should  be  simple,   functional 
and  unobtrusive.      Natural  materials  are  to  be  preferred. 

Natural   Resources 


u  »>  ^  «>*■  ^«-^^ 


1.       The  present  variety  of  environments  should  be  retained. 

Management  of  the  natural  resources  should  reflect  an  under- 
t^v  !  standing  of  the  agricultural  use  of  the  property  during  the 

Brook  Farm  experiment  and  the  military  purposes  of  Camp  Andrew. 


\.       New  additions  or  alterations  to  the  landscape  should  not 

disrupt  the  essential  form  and  integrity  of  the  property  and 
should  be  compatible  with  the  scale,   color,   materials, and 
Q.  character  of  the  landscape. 


-5> 


No  further  landfill  shall  be  permitted  in  any  wetlands  unless 
the  procedures  in  Chapter  131,   Section  40  of  the  Massachusetts 
General   Laws  (the  Wetlands  Protection  Act)  are  followed. 


IC 


^o>^ 


I.,      4.       Any  change^to  al<in.iui4^   niluU  ai  eio  must  include  plantings  to 
aid  in  erosion  control  and  improve  appearance. 

5.  Practical  problems  of  erosion  and  drainage  should  be  solved 
with  all  possible  regard  for  the  health  of  the  nearby  trees, 

and  the  visual  Effect  on  the  pastoral  character  of  the  landscape. 

6.  In  maintaining,   removing  and  adding  plant  materials  consideration 
must  be  given  to  maintaining  existing  vistas,   creating  new 

ones  where  appropriate,   and  maintaining  defined  areas  of  shade 
and  sun. 


All  plar^  should  be  cared  for  according  to  good  horticultural 
practices.     Hazardous  plants  or  portions  of  plants  should  be 
removed  promptly.     Plar^  with  diseases  not  practical  to  control 
or  cure  should  be  removed  promptly  to  prevent  their  infection 
of  others.     Mutilated  or  distorted  plants  should  also  be 
removed . 

Plant  replacements  should  be  added  on  a  schedule  that  will 
assure  a  continuity  in  the  landscape  design. 


9.       Plant  material  replacements  and/or  new  locations  must  be 

properly  evaluated  as  to  form,   color,   texture,   arrangement, 
allowance  for  adequate  space  for  light  and  good  growth,   and 
»i  conformance  to  the  existing  landscape. 

—     10.  /Alteration  of  or  new  landforms  will  only  be  considered  Jf  thev   j 

I  will  not  alter  the  basic  landscape  character.    ^p.^-'CJ^j.^r-**^ ''^ 

11.     All  natural   rock  outcrops  sh*^!   be  preserved. 


WILLIAM   MONROE   TROTTER    HOUSE 

Record  of  notice  of  public  hearing   had   been   read   earlier.      Marcia  Myers 
read  from  the  precis  prepared   in   connection   with  the  study   report  on  the 
Trotter   House  which   is  attached   hereto. 

There  were  no  elected  officials  or  their  authorized   representatives 
present. 

Ms.    Myers   introduced   into  the   record  a   letter  from   Elizabeth    Reed 


Amadon,    Executive   Director,    Massachusetts   Historical   Commission,    indi- 
cating  support  of  the  Commission  for  designation  of  this  property  as  a 
Landmark. 

There  were  no  individuals  directly  involved   with  the  property  present, 
nor  were  there  any  abutters. 

Mr.    Byron    Rushing,    President  of  the  Museum  of  Afro-American   History^, 
spoke  in  support  of  the  designation  as  a  representative  of  an   interest 
group.      He  explained   his  interest  in  the  preservation  of  Afro-American 
Landmarks.      The  first   Black  people  to  come  to  Boston   arrived   in   1638  as 
slaves,    via  the  ship   "The   Desire"   from  the  West   Indies.      Much  of  Black 
history  after  that  time  is   unknown   because  there  is   no   record   showing  to 
whom  those  slaves  were  sold.      The  first  free   Black  community  in   Boston 
was  founded   in  the   North    End   around   Copp's   Hill    Burying   Ground.      Almost 
all  of  those  buildings  are  gone.     There  is  no  extant  site  one  can  view 
there.      Much  of  working-class   Black  Community  housing   has   been   demolished 
in  the  South   End  and   Roxbury. 


William  Monroe  Trotter  was   a   radical   integrationist  and   a  great   leader 
in   New   England.      His  views  were  diammetrically  opposed  to   Booker  T. 
Washington's.      In   Boston,    he  was  the  conscience  of  the   City  when   it  came 
to  questions  of  race.      He  was  against  any   segregation   in   public  build- 
ings;   was   responsible  for   Black  nurses   working   at  the   Boston   City   Hospital 
He  was  the   last  national    Black   leader  from   New   England. 

Mr.    Rushing  suggested  that  not  only  should  the  Trotter   House  be  desig- 
nated,   but  that  the   Boston    Landmarks   Commission  take  a  close   look  at  the 
few   remaining   sites  of  20th   Century   Black  history. 
Ms.    Harrell   urged  that  Mr.    Rushing  submit  names  of  these  sites. 

Ms.    Barbara  Jackson,    Principal   of  the  William  Monroe  Trotter  House, 
Humboldt  Avenue,    Roxbury:      All   the  students  and  faculty  are  proud  to  be 
associated  with  the  school   bearing  the  name  of  William  Monroe  Trotter. 
They  study  his   life  and   have  special   celebrations  during  the  week  of  his 
birthday  in   April.      She  strongly  urges  designation  of  the  Trotter   House. 

Leslie   Larson,    City  Conservation   League,    stated  on   behalf  of  the   League 

their  strong   support  for  the  designation  of  the  Trotter   House. 

There  were  no  other  individuals   present  either  in   support  or  against  the 

designation. 

The  owners,    in   a  telephone  conversation   with   a   staff  member  of  the 
Boston   Landmarks  Commission,    indicated  their  support. 

Hearing   was  closed  at  5:25  p.m. 


WILLIAM   MONROE   TROTTER    HOUSE 
97  Sawyer  Avenue,    Dorchester 

Fact  Sheet 


Designation   Category:      Landmark 

Date  Designated: 

Owner:      John  W.    and    Irene   N.    Prantis 


A  three-story  house  in  the  Jones   Hill   district  of  Dorchester,   the  William 
Monroe  Trotter   House  is   significant  as  the  home  of  an   early  20th   century 
prominent  Black  civil   rights   leader. 

An   1895  graduate  of  Harvard   College   (and   its  first  Black   Phi   Beta   Kappa), 
Trotter  saw  conditions  deteriorating  for  Blacks  at  the  turn  of  the 
century.      In   response,    he  founded  the  Boston    Literary  and   Historical 
Association  which   served  as  a  forum  for  militant  political  opinion. 
With   his  friend   George   Forbes,    he  founded   The  Guardian,    a  weekly  newspaper 
in   1901.      Also,    he  was   president  of  the   New   England   Suffrage   League.      He 
is  perhaps  best  known   as  an  avowed  opponent  of  Booker  T.   Washington's 
philosophy,   that  of  foregoing  political   involvement  and  supporting 
segregationist's  views.     Trotter  lived   in  this  house  from  1899  to  1909. 

The  house  itself  is  a   rectangular  plan   balloon-frame  structure  with 
details  from  both  Queen  Anne  and  shingle  styles;   this  mixture  of  details 
is  typical  of  late  19th  century  vernacular  architecture. 

This  building   is   listed   as  a   National   Historic   Landmark  on  the   National 
Register  of  Historic   Places,   an   action  that  took  effect  May  11,    1976. 


Architectural  Significance 

The  Trotter  House  is  an  example  of  the  late  19th  c.    Vernacular 
architecture  that  combines  Queen   Anne  style  elements  with   Shingle 
style  details.      It  was   built  in   1893  for  its  owner,    George   D. 
Burton,    and   designed^  by  J.F.    and   G.H.    Smith   as   a  one  family  for 
$3,500.      The  builder  was   Chute  &   Bagloe.      Jones   Hill,    on   which   it 
is  located,   is  characterized   by  large  frame  houses  built  after  1890 
on   relatively  small    lots.      Many  of  the   residences  were  built  as 
substantial   single  family  mansions,    (some  as  much  as  $20,000  in 
cost).      The   later  structures  were  more  modestly  styled   and   often 
multi-family,    but  maintained  the   large  scale.      The  early  occupants 
have  been  described  as  upper  middle  class  of  diverse  national 
backgrounds. 

Relationship  to  the  Criteria  for   Landmark   Designation 

The  William  Monroe  Trotter  House  clearly  meets  the  criteria  for 
Landmark  designation  established  by  Section  4  of  Chapter  772  of  the 
Acts  of  1975  in  that  it  is  a  structure  which  is  associated   signif- 
icantly with  the  life  of  an  outstanding  historic  personage.      It 
also  fulfills  the  definition  of  "Landmark"   in  being  an  improvement 
which   has   historical   significance  to  the  City,   the  Commonwealth, 
the  Region  and  the  Nation.      In  this  case,    its  national   significance 
is  acknowledged   by  its   selection   by  the   Department  of   Interior  as   a 
National    Historic   Landmark. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  staff  of  the  Boston   Landmarks   Commission   recommend  that  the 
William  Monroe  Trotter   House  be  designated   as   a   Landmark  under 
Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975. 

The  boundaries  of  the   Landmark  property  should   conform  to  the 
parcel   of  land   known   as  assessors   parcel   22110  owned   at  this  time 
by  John  W.    and    Irene  M.    Prantis. 

The  standards   and   criteria   recommended  for  administering  the   regula- 
tory functions   provided  for  in   Chapter  772  are  attached. 


■     ALTERNATIVE  APPROACHES 

As  a  result  of  its  historic  associations  and   National   Historic 
Landmark  status,   The  William  Monroe  Trotter  House  clearly   satifies 
the  criteria  for  Landmark  designation.     Such  a  designation  would 
mean  that  future  physical  changes  to  the  property  would  have  to  be 
reviewed  by  the  Boston   Landmarks  Commission.      Landmark  designation 
would  provide  a  high  degree  of  protection  for  this  historic  resource. 

Architecturally  and  visually,   the  Trotter   House  is   part  of  an 
Interesting  and  fairly  cohesive  area  of  Jones  Hill.     A  study  committee 
might  conclude  that,    in  order  to  protect  the   relationship  existing 
among  the  structures  within  that  area,   the  Commission  should  designate 
the  area  in  one  of  its  district  categories.      However,    the  overriding 
historical   significance  of  Mr.   Trotter  more  appropriately  places 
the  house  in  the  Landmark  category. 
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September  9,  1977  ' 


Ms.  Marcia  I^ers,  Executive  Director 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Proposed  Landmark  Designation  of  William  Nfonroe  Trotter  House 

Dear  Ms .  M)'ers : 

Thank  you  for  allowing  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Landmark  designation  of  the 
William  Monroe  Trotter  House,  97  Sawer  Avenue,  Dorchester. 

The  Trotter  House,  which  was  designated  as  a  National  Historic  Land- 
mark on  May  11,  1976,  is  historically  significant  for  its  associations 
with  one  of  the  few  nationally  prominent  Americans  who  consistently 
spoke  out  against  the  growing  racism,  of  the  early  twentieth  centur)- . 
Trotter,  who  came  out  of  the  elite  Black  society  in  Boston  and  was 
educated  at  Harvard,  was  best  kno\\'n  for  his  opposition  of  the 
segregationist  policy  of  Booker  T,  Washington.  Trotter  founded  a 
weekly  newspaper  called  The  Guardian  and  was  active  in  several  movements, 
both  regional  and  national,  advocating  political,  economic  and  social 
progress  for  Black  Americans. 

Although  the  Trotter  House  is  in  an  area  which  may  be  designated  under 
one  of  the  district  categories,  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
staff  recommends  that  the  William  Nfonroe  Trotter  House  be  designated  as 
an  indi\T.dual  Landmark  because  of  its  great  historical  significance. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Eliz^eth  Reed  Amadon 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

ERA/CB/ed 


banner 


September    20 ,    1977 


RECEIVES^. 
SEP  2  01977 


Banner  Publications  Inc 

25  Ruggles  Street 
Roxbury 

achusetis  02  1 1  9 

4-42  4900 


Mrs.    Marc i a    Myers 

Executive  Director 

ijoston  Landmarks  Commission 

c/o  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

City  hall 

Boston  ,  Mass . 

Dear  Mrs .  Myers  : 

I  am  writing  to  urge  the  commission  to  preserve  the  97 
Sawyer  Ave.  house  of  VJilliam  M.  Trotter. 

As  you  are  aware  ,  Trotter  is  a  very  important  figure  in 
the  black  history  of  Boston.   Ke  was  the  first  black  Phi 
Beta  Kappa  graduate  of  Harvard  College.   He  devoted  his  life 
to  the  welfare  of  Afro-Americans  not  only  in  Boston  but 
throughout  the  nation. 

There  is  nothing  to  serve  as  a  memorial  to  his  life  except 
his  tombstone  and  his  Dorci; ester  house.   Tnerefore,  we  ask 
that  it  be  preserved  so  that  future  generations  will  be  able 
to  see  it  and  remember  a  life  well  spent. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


THE  SCHOOL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  CITY  OF  BOSTON 


^f/y, 


BOSTON  PUBLIC  SCHO 

MODEL  DEMONSTRATION  SUBSYSTEM 
WILLIAM  MO\ROF  TPOTTF  =  SCHOOL 
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135  HUMBOLDT  AVENUE   •   GROVE  HALL.  MASSACHUSETTS  02121    •   427-31  8C  APE  A  6^ 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


Robert  F.  Walsh  /  Director 


City  Hail 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Telephone  (617)  722-4300 


September  28,   1977 


Ms.   Pauline  Chase  Harreil 

Chairwoman 

Boston   Landmarks  Commission 

Boston   City  Hall/Room  944 

Boston,   Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Ms.   Harreil: 

The  Boston   Redevelopment  Authority  supports  the  designation  of  the 
following  properties  as   Landmarks  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of 
1975: 

Brook  Farm,   West  Roxbui-y 


William  Monroe  Trotter  House,   Sawyer  Avenue  in   Dorchester 

1l     _1  ■  _■     ■    ■ ■■  -  "J rp 


Ebenezer  Hancock  House,   10  Marshall  Street,   Boston 

Each  of  these  properties  represents  an  important  aspect  of  American 
history  and  should  be  preserved  for  future  generations.      Preservation 
is  consistent  with   planning  goals  for  the  communities  in  which  they  are 
located . 


Sincerely, 


Walsh 


Director 


^y/7 


EBENEZER   HANCOCK   HOUSE 

Record  of  Notice  of  Public  Hearing  had  been   read  previously. 
Marcia  Myers  then   read  from  the  precis  -  results  of  the  Study  Committee, 
which  is  attached  hereto,   including  recommendations.     Ms.    Harrell  then 
explained  order  of  appearances  and   requested  that  all   individuals  wishing 
to  speak  confine  their  remarks  to  not  more  than  five  minutes. 

There  were  no  counsel  representatives  present  in  support,   nor  were 
there  elected  officials  or  representatives. 
REVIEWING  AGENCIES: 

Ms,   Myers  read  from  letter  of  Elizabeth   Reed  Amadon,    Executive 
Director,  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,   supporting  this  designation. 
Letter  is  attached. 

There  were  no  representatives  of  owner,  or  abutters,  who  wished  to 
speak  in  favor  of  the  designation. 

Leslie  Larson,   City  Conservation   League,   an  interest  group,   spoke 
in  favor  of  the  designation.     He  had  been  through  the  house  from  top  to 
bottom;   looked  it  over  very  carefully,   and  was  amazed  to  see  that  so 
much  of  the  original  interior  survives. 

Robert  Neily,    Boston  Society  of  Architects,   stated  that  his  society 
regards  the  Hancock  House  as  one  of  the  most  important  elements  in  the 
historic  fabric  of  the  City  of  Boston,  and  very  strongly  urges  its 
designation  as  a  Landmark. 

There  was  no  one  else  present  in  any  category  who  wished  to  speak 
in  favor  of  the  designation;   however  Ms.   Myers  submitted  for  the  record 


the  attached   letter  from  the  Society  for  Preservation  of  New  England 
Antiquities  to  Matthew  Kiefer  of  the  Landmarks  staff  indicating  the 
significance  of  the  property  (from   Frederic  C.    Detwiller,   Architectural 
Historian). 


EBENEZER   HANCOCK   HOUSE 
10  Marshall  Street,    Boston 

Fact  Sheet 


Designation  Category:      Landmark 

Date  Designated: 

Owner:     Edward  and  Frederick  Swartz,   Esqs. 

An  18th  century  three-story  brick  residence  and  shop  building,   the 
Ebenezer  Hancock  House  is  the  last  remaining  structure  in  Boston  associated 
with  John  Hancock,   signer  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence  and  Governor 
of  Massachusetts. 

The  house  was  built  between  1767  and  1775  by  John  Hancock,   later  occupied 
by  his  younger  brother  Ebenezer,  who  used  it  as  his  home  after  the 
evacuation.     Additionally,    Ebenezer,    Deputy  Paymaster  General  of  the 
Continental  Army,   used  it  as  his  headquarters  under  that  office. 

The  Hancock  House  is  also  the  last  remaining  vernacular  structure  from 
the  mid-18th  century  in  central  Boston  and  one  of  less  than  a  dozen 
buildings  in  Boston  which  pre-date  the  Revolution.     It  contains  a  perhaps 
the  most  intact  and  most  important  Georgian  residential  interior  in  the 
city. 

The  house  has  been  recently  purchased  by  a  law  firm  for  use  as  offices; 
the  first  floor  had  been  used  continuously  by  shoe  merchants  from  1798 
to  1963.     As  part  of  the  Blackstone  Block  District,   the  house  is  listed 
on  the  National   Register  of  Historic  Places,   an  action  that  took  effect 
May  26,   1973. 


Shopfronts 

1.  All  existing  elements  of  earlier  shopfront  design  should  be 
retained  or  incorporated  into  the  new  design,   including: 

a.  retention  of  a  center  entrance  to  the  "house"  flanked  by 
shopfronts 

b.  the  masonry  support  beside  the  front  door 

c.  the  cast  iron  column  near  the  front  door 

2.  The  brick  corners  of  the  front  facade  will  be  restored  to  match 
existing  material. 

3.  The  existing  structural  beam  should  be  restored  to  resemble 
its  "earlier"  appearance  (see  existing  photographic  documen- 
tation). 

4.  The  existing  shopfronts  may  be  removed  and  replaced  with 
contemporary  designs  providing  these  replacements  are  highly 
transparent  and  reinforce  the  historic  use  of  stores  on  the 
street  floors. 

5.  Brick  will  not  be  allowed  as  a  material  in  these  shopfronts. 

6.  There  should  be  no  setbacks  in  the  new  design  to  perpetuate 
the  frontal  character  of  the  building. 


Exterior  -  New  Construction 

1 .  It  is  acceptable  to  remove  and  replace  the  existing  brick 
addition  with  an  appropriately  sized  contemporary  addition. 

2.  Brick  is  an  acceptable  material  for  this  addition;  the  size 

and  color  of  the  material  should  be  complimentary  but  need  not 
match  exactly. 

3.  Fenestration  in  the  new  building  should  not  match  that  of  the 
existing.      Large  areas  of  glazing  is  acceptable.     The  design 

of  any  new  addition  should  be  clearly  distinct  from  the  existing 
building. 

4.  The  new  construction  should  affix  to  the  existing  building  in 
a  way  to  leave  the  maximum  area  of  the  existing  building 
exposed.     This  is  critical  at  the  corners  and  cornice  line: 
these  should  not  be  incorporated  into  the  new  construction. 

5.  All  existing  massing  elements  including  chimneys,  will  be 
retained.     Minimal  penetration  of  and  attachment  to  the  existing 
building  is  encouraged. 


Interior  -  Existing  Building 

1.  The  interior  fabric  of  this  building  is  remarkably  intact,   and 
all  possible  effort  to  retain  ail  wood  details  in  situ  should 

be  made.     Any  required  removal  will  be  carefully  controlled 
and  fully  documented. 

2.  The  specifications  should  include  specific  instructions  on  the 
techniques  of  restorations  and  refinishing  to  be  used. 

3.  All  remaining  "original"  elements  on  the  ground  floor  should 
be  retained,   including  the  large  fireplace,  the  timber  chimney 
supports,  the  panelling  in  the  front  hall. 

4.  All  doorways  (including  rear  of  ground  floor)  should  be  left 
and  restored;   if  other  or  additional  openings  are  required 
they  should  be  clearly  contemporary.     The  existing  doors  can 
be  made  inoperable,   providing  all  hardware  and  detailing  is 
retained. 

5.  If  removal  of  any  interior  element  is  required,   a  visual 
record  of  its  original  location  might  be  incorporated  in  the 
new  design. 

6.  The  form  of  all  existing  spaces  in  the  interior  will  be  retained. 

7.  The  existing,  original  plaster  should  be  retained  if  possible 
in  ail  rooms. 
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Interior  -  New  Construction 

1.  All  new  construction  should  be  clearly  non-imitative  of  the 
existing  materials  and  details.     The  design  should  be  com- 
plimentary -  imitation  will  detract  from  the  value  of  both  old 
and  new. 

2.  The  existing  brick  wall  of  the  original  house  will  be  left 
exposed,   including  all  details,  wherever  possible. 


RELATIONSHIP  TO  THE  CRITERIA   FOR   LANDMARK   DESIGNATION: 

The  Ebenezer  Hancock  House  clearly  meets  the  criteria  for  Landmark 
Designation  as  established  by  Section  4  of  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of 
1975  in  that  it  is  a  structure  which  is  associated  with  a  historic 
personage  as  well  as  with  important  events  in  the  military  and   political 
history  of  the  Nation,   and  one  which  is  of  a  distinguished  architectural 
design  embodying  distinctive  characteristics  of  the  Late  Georgian  style 
which  make  it  inherently  valuable  for  study. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  staff  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  recommends  that  the 
Ebenezer  Hancock  House  be  designated  a  Landmark  under  the  provisions  of 
Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of  1975  and  that  the  entire  second  floor  be 
designated  an  interior  Landmark.. 

The  standards  and  criteria  recommended  for  administering  the  regu- 
latory functions  mandated  in  Chapter  772  attached. 


Specific  Standards  and  Criteria 

Ebenezer  Hancock  House 
10  Marshal!  Street 

A.  General 

1.  All  reasonable  efforts  to  document  and  record  existing  evidence 
should  be  made  because  of  the  rareness  of  the  interior  detail. 

2.  All  evidence  of  earlier  uses  and  design  should  be  retained,  in 
situ  if  possible.  Sympathetic  relocation  of  particular  elements 
may  be  proposed. 

3.  Any  required  removal  of  elements  .should^be  carefully  controlled 
to  both  document  the  existing  condition  and  ensure  maximum 
retention  and  stability  of  the  remaining  elements. 

B.  Exterior  -  Existing  Building 

1.  All  existing  brickwork  will  be  carefully  restored,   including 
window-arch  detail  and,   especially,  the  cove-molded  cornice 
elements.     All  replacement  brick  will  exactly  match  existing 
material  in  color,   size  and  texture.     Specifications  will  not 
permit  Portland  cement  and  will  ensure  proper  joint  size  and 
rating.     Mortar  color  will  be  appropriate. 

2.  All  fenestration  (except  shop  fronts)  will  be  retained  and 
restored.     Any  required  replacement  will  exactly  match  existing 
examples.     Trim  color  should  be  appropriate  to  the  period. 

3.  The  existing  street  sign  should  be  left  in  situ.- 

4.  The  granite  corner  guards  will  be  retained  in  situ  (similar 
protective  devices  might  be  used  in  new  construction). 

5.  The  existing  sideyard  should  not  be  excavated,   to  preserve  the 
'      visual,   if  not  structural,   integrity  of  the  house.     Any  required 

barrier  should  be  open  to  allow  full  visibility  of  the  house. 

6.  The  cast  iron  fire  escapes  and  balconies,  should  be  removed; 
the  required  egress  should  be  accomplished  in  other  ways. 

7.  The  total  form  of  the  roof  will  be  retained.     No  additional 
openings  will  be  made.     All  materials  and  details  will  match 
original  (although  an  acceptable  substitute  for  slate  will  be 
considered). 

8.  Exterior  shutters  and  hardware  will  be  retained.     Replacements 
should  match  existing  in  material,   and  installation  details. 


Specific  Standards  and  Criteria 

Ebenezer  Hancock  House 
10  Marshall  Street 

A.  General 

1.  All  reasonable  efforts  to  document  and  record  existing  evidence 
should  be  made  because  of  the  rareness  of  the  interior  detail. 

2.  All  evidence  of  earlier  uses  and  design  should  be  retained,  in 
situ  if  possible.  Sympathetic  relocation  of  particular  elements 
may  be  proposed. 

3.  Any  required  removal  of  elements  j^hould__be  carefully  controlled 
to  both  document  the  existing  condition  and  ensure  maximum 
retention  and  stability  of  the  remaining  elements. 

B.  Exterior  -  Existing  Building 

1.  All  existing  brickwork  will  be  carefully  restored,   including 
window-arch  detail  and,   especially,  the  cove-molded  cornice 
elements.     All  replacement  brick  will  exactly  match  existing 
material  in  color,   size  and  texture.     Specifications  will  not 
permit  Portland  cement  and  will  ensure  proper  joint  size  and 
rating.     Mortar  color  will  be  appropriate. 

2.  All  fenestration  (except  shop  fronts)  will  be  retained  and 
restored.     Any  required  replacement  will  exactly  match  existing 
examples.     Trim  color  should  be  appropriate  to  the  period. 

3.  The  existing  street  sign  should  be  left  in  situ.- 

4.  The  granite  corner  guards  will  be  retained  in  situ  (similar 
protective  devices  might  be  used  in  new  construction). 

5.  The  existing  sideyard  should  not  be  excavated,  to  preserve  the 
visual,  if  not  structural,  integrity  of  the  house.  Any  required 
barrier  should  be  open  to  allow  full  visibility  of  the  house. 

6.  The  cast  iron  fire  escapes  and  balconies,  should  be  removed; 
the  required  egress  should  be  accomplished  in  other  ways. 

7.  The  total  form  of  the  roof  will  be  retained.     No  additional 
openings  will  be  made.     All  materials  and  details  will  match 
original  (although  an  acceptable  substitute  for  slate  will  be 
considered). 

8.  Exterior  shutters  and  hardware  will  be  retained.     Replacements 
should  match  existing  in  material,   and  installation  details. 


INDIVIDUALS   DIRECTLY   INVOLVED  WITH   PROPERTY  OPPOSING   DESIGNATION; 

Attorney  Edward  Swartz^   owner  of  the  Hancock  House  with  his  brother, 
spoke  not  as  an  attorney  or  developer,   but  as  an  "emotionally  attached 
amateur  historian".     Structurally,   building  is  in  danger  of  collapsing; 
had  been  "hit  four  times  last  month".     Cost  of  shoring  the  building  last 
six  weeks  -  $2,200.      He  is  "emotionally  in  favor  of  the  designation", 
but  must  be  recorded  against,  because  he  is  not  in  favor  of  "conditions 
imposed  on  it  and  ambiguous  language  used  in  some  of  the  so-called 
specifications".     Banks  lending  money  for  improvements  would  not  be  in 
favor  of  limitations  and  delays.     He  will  lose  the  oral  commitment  he 
has  from  his  bank  if  there  are  delays.     Building  has  been  terribly 
neglected  for  100  years.     The  fact  that  the  interior  of  the  building  is 
in  some  kind  of  reasonable  shape  is  a  fortuitous  circumstance  -  not 
something  that  anyone  can  take  pride  in.     The  first  floor  was  totally 
brutalized;   absolutely  destroyed.     With  regard  to  study  reports,  the 
economic  impact  included  only  the  assessed  value  which  is  not  at  all 
realistic.     His  costs  already  are  $125,000  and  he  paid  $100,000  for  the 
building.      Projections  for  installing   law  offices  within  are  another 
$200,000.     These  economic  realities  should  have  been  included  in  an 
economic  impact  study.     Financing  will  require  super  salesmanship. 

Mr.   Swartz  referred  to  a  letter  from  Marcia  Myers  of  the  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission,   dated  January  18,   1977.     First  paragraph  is  very 
significant:     "The  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  enthusiastically  endorses 
the  renovation  of  the  Hancock  House  to  be  used  as  the  offices  of  Attorneys 
Swartz  &  Swartz  as  presented  to  the  Commission  by  the  firm  of  Priestley, 
architects  for  the  development" . 


/« 


Mr.   Swartz  had  just  received  the  "so-called  specifications"  on  this 
date,  and  then  on  arriving  at  the  hearing,  was  informed  that  two  pages 
were  not  included.     He  had  an  opportunity  to  read  them  prior  to  the 
hearing.     He  was  operating  under  the  assumption  that  having  hired  respon- 
sible architects,  that  the  plans  were  carefully  worked  out  with  the 
approval  of  certain  staff  members,   that  all  were  in  accord  with  the 
plans  for  this  building.      His  instructions  to  his  architect,   Mr.    Priestley 
(who  would  not  have  accepted  the  commission  under  any  other  circumstances) 
was  to  preserve  the  building  at  any  cost,   assuming  that  "we  could  occupy 
the  building  for  law  offices".     There  was  a  blank  checkbook  involved 
assuming  he  could  get  commitment  from  bank.     "To  the  extent  that  the 
Landmarks  Commission  report  which  he  had  read  moments  ago  changes  any 
part  of  what  he  thought  was  original  commitment  and  puts  a  cloud  on  the 
potential  construction,  as  a  matter  of  economic  reality,  and  that's  the 
standard  of  enabling  statute  --  whatever  you  do  has  to  have  as  its  very 
base  law  a  foundation  based  upon  economic  realities".     To  the  extent 
that  he  cannot  obtain  financing  and  go  forward  to  the  project,   he  is 
back  to  "square  one".     No  tax-exempt  trusts  or  other  organizations  have 
come  forward  to  purchase  the  property  through  the  years.     Professional 
developers  have  passed  over  the  building  as  not  being  economically 
feasible.     Because  of  many  fires,   his  fire  insurance  has  been  cancelled. 
He  was  advised  not  to  "touch  the  building".     The  language  and  specif- 
ications are  so  vague  that  at  any  stage  in  the  construction,   he  could  be 
held  up.     He  wants  to  install  sprinkler  system,  get  fire  protection, 
etc. 


He  is  asking  that  he  not  be  held  up  in  red  tape;  that  consideration 
be  given  so  that  his  architect  and  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  can 
work  with  a  realistic  set  of  specifications  that  will  permit  him  to  get 
financing  and  plans  to  initiate  construction  in  the  next  few  weeks. 

Specifications  for  stairway  would  not  give  him  the  square  footage 
he  needs.      He  also  needs  tax  concessions  to  go  forward  with  the  project. 
He  has  had  no  help  from  any  agency  of  the  City  of  Boston  to  proceed. 

Legally,   Mr.   Swartz  had  to  speak  technically  opposed  to  designation; 
but  emotionally  he  wants  to  withdraw  objection  and  be  in  favor  of  desig- 
nation;  realistically  he  couldn't  get  financing  -  could  not  get  a  mortgage. 

Mr.  Swartz  requested  a  meeting  with  his  architect  and  Landmarks 
staff  to  sit  down  and  work  out  a  plan  satisfactory  to  all  that  won't 
"steer  a  bank  away";  that  will  preserve  the  building  and  will  allow  the 
Swartz's  to  accomplish  their  objectives.      Language  in  specifications  is 
ambiguous:     e.g.   "Interior  form  of  the  building  should  be  retained". 
Bank  would  not  finance. 

Ms.    Harrell   agreed  that  Mr.   Swartz  had  grounds  for  an  extension  of 
time  to  be  granted,   and  was  very  agreeable  that  a  meeting  be  set  up  as 
soon  as  possible  with  Mr.   Priestley,  the  architect.     The  normal  time 
period  for  written  statements  was  extended  from  three  days  after  the 
hearing  to  two  weeks.     This  will  provide  time  to  work  out  the  guidelines. 

Mr.  Swartz  is  hopeful  that  bids  for  construction  will  go  out  in  the 
next  two  weeks.     He  asked  if  it  were  the  intent  of  th  BLC  to  approve 
plans,  or  is  this  a  language  problem? 


/^ 


Ms.    Harrell   replied  that  this  appeared  to  be  a  language  problem. 
She  also  pointed  out  that  the  standards  and  criteria  are  for  the  future 
of  the  building;   they  are  not  specifically  aimed  at  his  construction 
plans  for  the  present.     These  are  attempts  to  spell  out  for  the  future 
what  may  or  may  not  be  allowed  in  general.      BLC  is  concerned  about  what 
happens  to  the  building  20,   50  years  from  now,   or  whatever.     Staff  will 
make  every  effort  to  get  together  with  Mr.   Swartz  and  Mr.    Priestley  as 
soon  as  possible;   they  have  no  wish  to  delay  preservation  of  the  building. 

There  has  been  a  high  incidence  of  fires  within  the  last  two  months 
with  wino's  starting  fires  there. 

Action  on  designation  is  tabled  for  at  least  two  weeks.     There  were 
no  other  individuals  directly  responsible  for  the  property,  abbutors, 
etc.   who  wished  to  speak  in  opposition  to  the  designation. 

John   Priestley,   architect  for  Mr.   Swartz,   gave  his  professional 
opinion  as  follows: 

Number  of  criteria  set  forth  which  seem  to  be  so  lacking  in   recog- 
nition of  previous  efforts  of  group  that  it  gave  them  some  misgivings  as 
to  what  would  be  imposed  on  the  use  of  the  property.     There  ware 
references  to  preservation  of  another  existing  building  which  their 
plans  indicated  would  have  to  be  demolished.     Similar  references  to 
preservation  of  structural  elements  which  their  plans  indicated  clearly 
would  have  to  be  demolished.     These  were  "well  off  the  mark    of  what  our 
intentions  were". 

Roger  Lang  asked  Mr.    Priestley: 

Does  the  scheme  as  we  now  know  it  reflect  the  preservation  of  those 
elements  that  you  deem  important? 


Mr.    Priestley  replied  affirmatively.     The  practical   use  of  the 
building  due  to  its  small  size  for  law  offices,   and  the  addition  will  be 
very  small.     One  of  the  reasons  why  the  work  is  not  already  in  progress 
is  its  being  designated  a  Landmark.      "We  came  in  voluntarily."     Mr. 
Swartz  tried  to  purchase  additional  property  from  an  abutter,   without 
success.     Abutter  has  no  sympathy  with  the  project.     Although  project 
had  prior  financial  approval,   delays  cause  it  to  become  more  risky. 

Two  weeks  may  not  be  long  enough  time  for  extension.     The  long  the 
time  allowed,  the  more  definite  they  tan  be  in  their  proposals  with  BRA. 
Perhaps  a  separate  set  of  standards  could  be  evolved  by  working  together 
for  present  rehab  and  then  future  rehabilitation. 

Roger  Lang  commented  on  his  interpretation  that  some  of  the  issues 
deal  with  removal  of  the  original  fabric.     He  asked  if  the  fabric  to  be 
removed  under  their  scheme,   given  that  the  alternative  safety  valve  of  a 
larger  site  is  not  available,   was  the  minimum  required  to  facilitate  the 
proposed  use? 

Mr.   Priestley  replied  affirmatively,   but  that  they're  open  to 
suggestions  and  criticism  of  the  Landmarks  staff.     They  have  already  had 
input  in  this  and  this  input  has  cost  much  money  for  the  owner. 

There  were  no  further  questions,   and  this  hearing  was  closed  at 
5:55  p.m. 

Ms.   Harrell  reminded  the  others  that  they  will  have  two  weeks  to 
submit  additional  written  documents. 


)  ')     September  20,  1977 
Hate 


PLEASE   SIGN  BELOW  IF  YOU  WISH  TO   SPEAK 
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September  12,  1977 


Ms.  Marcia  Nfy'ers,  Execiitive  Director 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Re:  Proposed  Landmark  designation  of  Ebenezer  Hancock  House 

Dear  Ms.  f-lyers: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  the  Massachiasetts  Historical  Commission  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Landmark  designation  of  the 
Ebenezer  Hancock  House,  10  Marshall  Street. 

This  building,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Piistoric  Places 
as  part  of  the  Blackstone  Block  Historic  District,  is  significant 
both  architecturally  and  historically.  The  house  is  probably  the 
only  remaining  example  in  Boston  of  raid- 18th  century  architecture 
and  by  its  location  it  anchors  and  protects  the  only  remaining 
remnant  of  Boston's  earliest  street  pattern.  It  is  historically 
significant  for  its  associations  with  the  Hancock  Family  and  ac- 
quires additional  significance  because  of  the  building's  continuous 
use  by  shoe  merchants  as  commercial  space  from  1798  to  1963.  The 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  staff  recommends  that  the 
Ebenezer  Hancock  House  be  designated  as  a  Boston  Landmark. 


Sincerely  yours. 


iid  £ujOh^ 


a^fflr^ 


Elizabeth  Reed  Amadon 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 


ERA/CB/ed 


Society 

for  the  Preservation 

of  New  England 

Antiquities 
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Harrison  Gray  Otis  House 
141  Cambridge  Street 
Boston.  Massachusetts  021  14 
617  227-3956 
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August  17,  1977 


Mr.  Matthew  J.  Kiefer 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
Boston  City  Hall 
Boston,  MA   02114 

Dear  Mr.  Kiefer: 

It  was  a  pleasure  meeting  you  and  John  Harrall  at  the 
Ebenezer  Hancock  House  on  Marshall  Street  in  order  to  dis- 
cuss  tne  £>est  approach  to  take  in  the  restoration  of  this 
historic  structure.   The  building,  undoubtedly  constructed 
as  a  domestic  structure  with  a  ground  floor  shop  retains 
a  surprising  amount  of  original  material.   It  is  architec- 
turally unique  as  probably  the  most  complete  example  of  its 
type  surviving  from  mid-18th  century  Boston,  and  it  is  his- 
torically important  in  being  the  only  extant  building  in 
Boston  once  owned  by  John  Hancock  and  the  one  from  which 
his  brother  Ebenezer  operated  as  paymaster  to  the  Continental 
Army  utilizing  French  money  given  to  the  U.S.  in  1778.   On 
both  of  these  counts,  the  building  qualifies  for  the  most 
careful  study  and  evaluation  prior  to  its  restoration/adap- 
tive use. 

Much  of  the  interior  of  the  Hancock  House,  although 
partially  documented  by  the  Historic  American  Buildings 
Survey  in  the  1930 's  remains  to  be  studied  and  recorded.  Of 
particular  importance  in  any  proposed  survey  before  work 
begins  would  be  to  complete  existing  drawings  with  a  first 
floor  plan.   This  would  preserve  important  features  of  the 
building  for  posterity,  notably:   a)  the  original  configura- 
tion of  the  house  as  constructed  based  on  surviving  fragments 
of  panelling  in  the  hall  and  east  room  and  the  early  stair 
framing,  etc.,  as  well  as  the  later  18th  century  appearance 
of  the  building  as  suggested  by  surviving  very  fine  mantel- 
pieces from  the  house  now  in  the  S.P.N.E.A.  collection; 
b)  the  19th  century  configuration  of  the  house  as  it  appeared 
when  occupied  by  the  shop  of  William  H.  Learnard  and  the 
Marshall  House  Restaurant  and  Hotel.   Of  particular  impor- 
tance to  record  here  are  the  surviving  19th  century  store- 
front and  shelving  of  the  shop,  the  unusual  restaurant 
kitchen  fireplace  bricked  up  at  the  rear,  and  the  front 
stairway  as  remodelled  at  the  same  time. 


//-' 
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The  study  of  both  of  these  periods  of  the  building  at 
this  time  is  of  extreme  importance  to  reach  a  viable  solution 
for  the  best  treatment  of  the  ground  floor,  etc.   We  could 
dovetail  our  physical  examination  of  the  building  with  your 
documentary  material  to  complete  the  documentation  of  this 
unique  structure.   We  anticipate  a  report  on  the  Ebenezer 
Hancock  House  could  be  completed  with  documentary  and  illus- 
trative material  in  about  a  week's  time  at  our  rate  of  $35 
per  hour.   Looking  forward  to  working  on  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


^^jdQx^ 


Frederic  C.  Detwiller 
Architectural  Historian 
Consulting  Services 


FCD/lrh 

cc:   Mr.  John  Priestly,  Architect 
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Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


Robert  F.  Walsh  /  Director 


City  Hail 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

Telephone  (617)  722-4300 


September  28,   1977 


Ms.   Pauline  Chase  Harrell 

Chairwoman 

Boston   Landmarks  Commission 

Boston  City  Hall /Room  944 

Boston,   Massachusetts  02201 

Dear  Ms.   Harrell: 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  supports  the  designation  of  the 
following  properties  as  Landmarl<s  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts  of 
1975: 

Brook  Farm,  West  Roxbury 

William  Monroe  Trotter  House,   Sawyer  Avenue  in  Dorchester 


Ebenezer  Hancock  House,   10  Marshall  Street,   Boston 


Each  of  these  properties  represents  an  important  aspect  of  American 
history  and  should  be  preserved  for  future  generations.     Preservation 
is  consistent  with  planning  goals  for  the  communities  in  which  they  are 
located . 

Sincerely, 


Walsh 


Director 


'NTERNATIONAL  TRUST  COMPANY  BUILDING,   45  MILK  STREET 


Notice  of  public  hearing  had  been  read  previously.     Marcia  Myers 
from  the  precis  prepared  on  the  building,   including  Boston 
idmarks  Commission  recommendations  (attached).     There  were  no 
Tisei   present,   nor  were  there  any  elected  officials  or  their  repre- 
Etatives.     Also,  the  owner  or  his  authorized  representative  were  not 

sent. 

VIMENTS   FROM   REVIEWING  AGENCIES: 

Ms.  Myers  submitted  into  the  record  (1)  Letter  from  BRA 
-ector,   Robert  F.  Walsh,   agreeing  with  the  BLC  that  the  building  is  a 


■ucture  of  considerable  architectural  merit,   but  requesting  that  the 
Ommission  defer  action  on  Landmark  designation  until  the  Authority 
cs  an  opportunity  to  present  its  findings  to  the  Commission  and  to 
j-nclude  its  present  negotiations.     (Copy  of  letter  is  attached.)     (2) 
Itter  from  Elizabeth  Reed  Amadon   ,  Executive  Director  of  the 
I  issachusetts  Historical  Commission,   in  support  of  the  Landmark 
jsignation,   also  recommending  its  nomination  to  the  National   Register 
Historic  Places.     (Letter  attached.) 

There  were  no  abutters  present  to  testify  in  favor  of  designation. 

EPRESENTATIVE  OF   INTEREST  GROUPS,    LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

.ND  PUBLIC  AGENCIES: 

j         Leslie  Larson,   City  Conservation  League,   in  favor  of  designation, 
rhe  CCL  feels  this  is  important  because  William  G.   Preston  is  a  major 
architect  (as  brought  out  in  the  study  report)  and  one  of  the  greatest 
architects  of  that  period  in  Boston.     He  excelled  i^T^  a  number  of  different 
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9^  /,/  /     /  RECEIVED 


PAUL    CUZZr 


SEP  14  1977 

September  12,  1977 


Ms.  Marcia  Myers,  Executive  Director 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

City  Hall 

Boston,  Massachtisetts  02201 

Re:  Proposed  Landmark  designation  for  International  Trust  Conpany 
Building 

Dear  Ms.  Myers: 

Thank  you  for  giving  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Landmark  designation  of  the 
International  Trust  Con5)any  Building  at  45  Milk  Street. 

After  reviewing  the  study  report,  the  Massachusetts  Historical 
Commission  staff  recommends  that  the  International  Trust  Conpany 
Building  be  designated  as  a  Landmark  by  the  Boston  Landmarks 
Commission.  We  also  recommend  that  the  building  be  nominated  to 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  either  individually  or 
as  part  of  a  district.  The  building  is  significant  both  archi- 
tecturally and  in  the  historical  development  of  the  financial 
district  in  Boston.  Landmark  and  National  Register  designation 
of  this  building  may  encourage  a  developer  to  rehabilitate  the 
property  and  save  an  inportant  structure  in  downtown  Boston. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Elizabeth  Reed  Araadon 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Coiranission 


ERA/CB/ed 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  f^^,^^^' „  3^^^^^ 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 
Robert  F.  Walsh  /  Director  Telephone  (617)  722-4300 


Mj 


^lO^ttf  11 


Ms.  Pauline  Harrell ,  Chairperson 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
Room  944  -  City  Hall 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

SUBJECT:  INTERNATIONAL  TRUST  COMPANY  BUILDING 
45  MILK  STREET 

Dear  Ms.  Harrell : 

Thank  you  for  your  request  for  coiments  concerning  the  potential 
designation  of  45  Milk  Street  as  a  Landmark  under  Chapter  772  of  the  Acts 
of  1975. 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  agrees  with  the  findings  of  the 
Commission's  study  report  that  the  International  Trust  Company  Building  is 
a  structure  of  considerable  architectural  merit.  Our  studies  of  the  Downtown 
also  suggest  that  there  may  be  opportunities  to  convert  commercial  buildings 
in  the  area  to  residential  use  --  a  concept  which  the  Authority  would  very 
much  like  to  promote.  Staff  of  the  Authority  have  looked  at  the  building 
and  have  made  a  very  preliminary  assessment  that  the  building  could  be 
adapted  to  a  new  use. 

However,  there  are  a  number  of  issues  which  need  to  be  resolved, 
including  tbe  feasibility  of  carrying  out  rehabilitation  in  light  of  the 
damage  which  has  occurred  to  the  building  from  weather  during  its  vacancy. 

At  the  present  time,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  is  working 
closely  with  the  owner  of  the  property  to  determine  under  what  circumstances 
the  property  could  be  rehabilitated,  I  therefore  respectfully  request  that 
the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  defer  action  on  the  matter  of  Landmark 
designation  until  the  Authority  has  an  opportunity  to  present  its  findings 
to  the  Cormiission  and  to  conclude  its  present  negotiations. 


Sincerely, 


Director 


CSTASLISHCD    tSeS 


113'U^O\J      BUILDING     riNC    r*,Mlt,T     MONUMCNTS    TMNOUCMOUT    AMCWtCA 


E  R  DAVIS  w  Monumental  WORKS,  inc. 


rnCDERICK  A    DAVIE 
PAUL  V     DAVIS 


3800  WASHINGTON  STREET I>«o»lino.cc| 
BOSTON.M  ASSAC  H  USETTS   02131 

S24-4300 


'DECEIVED 

September  26,  1977  ^'  ' ''  ^  -5^^ 


Ms,  Marcia  Myers 

Executive  Director 

Boston  Landmark  Commission 

Boston  City  Hall 

Room  944 

Boston.  Massachusetts    02201 

Dear  J/Is.  Myers: 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  you  might  be  haying 
a  hearing  regarding  the  designating  d  the  Internatiaial 
Trust  Company  building  at  45  Milk  Street  as  a  historical 
landmark.  ■ 

This  is  a  very  beautiful  building.  The  carvings  and  the 
sculpturing  are  outstanding  and  it  vv'ould  be  a  tragedy  to 
have  this  building  demolished, 

I  would  appreciate  being  advised  of  the  hearing  as  I  v;ould 
like  to  attend  same. 

Sincerely. 


Frederick  A.  Davis 


FADrlr 


CITY  OF  BOSTON  AND  COUNTY  OF  SUFFOLK 
DEPARTMENTAL  COMMUNICATION 


a«n  25 


September  27, 


19 


77 


(NAME) 

Pauline  Chase  Harrell 


(RATING) 

Chairwoman 


Pnn.  structural  & 
Safety  Engineer 


(DEPARTMENT-DIVISION) 


Boston  Landsmark  Commission 


Paul  M.  Folkins 


Building  Department 


Inspection  of  45  Milk  Street, 

159  and  161-173  Devonshire  Street,  Ward  3 


File  Ret.  No. 


On  August  30,  1977  in  company  with  members  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority,  and  agents  of  Mr.  Frank  Sawyer,  owner,  I  inspected  the  above 
listed  properties  and  found  the  following; 

1.  The  subject  properties  at  some  time  in  the  recent  past  have 
been  open  to  trespass,  have  been  severely  vandalized  and 
stripped  of  most  of  its  saleable  scrap  (copper  pipes  and 
flashing,  brass  hinges  and  locks,  bathroom  fixtures  etc.). 

2.  While  the  lower  floors  have  since  been  secured,  the  upper 
floors  are  open  to  the  elements  due  to  broken  and  open 
windows,  broken  skylights,  and  missing  flashing  resulting 
in  damage  to  the  upper  floors  and  basement  from  rainwater. 
The  damage  so  far  has  been  limited  to  the  expansion  of  the 
gypsum  fill  over  the  flat  arch  tile  top  floor  and  the  spall ing 
and  rusting  of  the  roof  beams. 

The  remaining  damage  is  that  normally  associated  with  water  and  is  of  a _ 
non-structural  nature.  However,  if  these  buildings  are  not  secured  against 
the  elements  structural  damage  could  occur  with  time. 

Ve^  truly  yours, 

■J  ,•  .r,i^l^. 


Paul   M.   Folkins 
Prin  Structural 


&  Safety  Engineer 


PMF:ls 
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